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 Wherein is contain'd, 


every Particular, alleged by that Learned 
| Writer, is diſtinctly conſidered, 


"ts 


By a Clergyman in the Country. 


* 

Therefore we Have found Difficulty, and Shall for ever; till in This 
Article | of the Trinity] the Church returns to her Antient 
Simplicity of Expreſſion, Biſhop Taylor's Diſcourſe of the 
Real Preſence, Sec. 11, $ 28, | 5 


For my own part, I declare once for all; I deſire only to have 
things fairly repreſented, as they really are: No Evidence ſmo- 
} 7hered, or ſtifled, on either Side. Let every Reader ſee plainly, 


what may be Juſtiy re here, or there, and no more; and 


Ihen let it be left to his impartial Judgment, after a full view 


of the Caſe. Miſquotation aud Miſrepreſentation will do a 


one. Dr. Waterland's Defenſe of his Queries, p. 132. 
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3 AVING in the following Pages 

Pq. ccarly ſhown, that Dr. Water- 
land's Notion is entirely contrary 
both to Reaſon, Scripture, and 


all Primitive Autiquity; I think 


I have Here juſt reaſon to complain, that his 


| Manner of writing is greatly fitted to deceive, 
by applying to the Paſſions and Prejudices of 


his Readers, whereby men are frevented from 

: examining and conſidering the real Strength 
and Weight of Arguments, and the Truth and 
Reaſon of Things. Of This kind, is 


._ 3; By entitling bl Book, © AVindication 

F ChrifPs Divinity.” By which Title, ig- 

norant Perſons, who never read the Books, 
7 A 2 are 


\ 


— —᷑ ͤ — lee 


are e led to imagine that the Writers, | e929 
Dr. Waterland oppoſes, are Deniers of the Di- 
vinity of Chriſty or not truly pious and reli- 
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60 


gious men: Whereas the Queſtion is not in- 
deed at all concerning The Divinity of Chriſt, 
but concerning the particular Manner of er- 


plication of that Doctrine: And the whole and 


only Deſign of the Authors whom the Doctor 


writes againſt, has been, ſoberly and in the 


Fear of God, to collect and conſider what: it | 


is that Our Saviour Himſelf and his eApoſtles j 
have in Scripture taught us concerning That 
Doctrine, ſeparate from the metaphyſi cal Hy- 
Pat heſes of fallible and contentious men. 


Dr. Waterland, well aware that This Reply : 


Pref. p. II. 


would be made to him, has indeavoured to 
obviate it by ſaying, © To what Parpoſe is it 


« for them to coutendabouta NAME, when 5 
they give up the THING?” Meaning by 


[* the THING,” not The Divinity, of 
Chriſt, but his Own particular metaphyſical 


 Explicatzon of it ; which (as I have largely 


ſhown) has no Foundation at all, either in 


- Scripture or Antiquity, I could with much 


greater Juſtice (and yet did not think it rea- 


ſonable ſo to do,) have entituled This Reply, 1 
% Viadication of the Divinity of God the 
« Father Almighty” And when Dr. Mater. 
land had anſwered, that he did not deny 


Wi The Divinity of God the Father Almighty, 
bug 


The PREFACE. v 
3 but only Our Manner of explaining 530 Divinity; Pn OY 
I could with All Juſtice and Truth haveask- 
ed, IT what Parpoſe is it for him to con- 
. tend about a NAM E, when he gives up 
„ The THI NG?” For, the true Notion of 
* the Divinity of God the Father Almighty, 
[the Father, of whom are all things; the 
Father of All, who is Above All: J confeſſed». 
ö ly implies his being Supreme in Authority 
and Dominion over eAll, And to deny, as 
Dr. Waterland does, his being ALONE 
43 Supreme in Authority and Dominion over all; 
is to deny his being at all Supreme in Abe 
ö thority and Dominion over all : Becauſe the 
very Eſſence of Supremacy in Authority and 
Lngpinion over All, conſiſts in being ALONE 
| Supreme in Authority and Dominion over All, 
And what perſon ſoever is not Alone I 
1 preme, is not at all Supreme in Authority aud 
Dominion over All. When Dr. Vaterland 
ſhall have got clear of this one ſingle Argu- 


ment, his Notion will ſtand upon a bet- 
155 Foot than it has yet done. 


2. His Puteinz. in the Title- page of his 
+ + Bob, the following Motto, I am Jeſus, 


© whom thou perſecuteſt; is of the fame 
; kind. As if, not receiving Dr. Waterland's 
Notions in Metaphyſ cks, was Perſecuting of 
Crip. Or as if Any, who carefully ftudy 


A - IS the 


— —— — — — 
— Ab et of — . 


gen, and Lactantius, preſumed to afficm even 
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the Sctiptures, and ſincerely make Uſe of 
all the Helps God has given them to un- 
derſtand it rightly, and embrace whatever 
they find There expreſsly taught, and what- 
ever can be ſhown to them deduced from 
thence by any juſt Conſequence; could be 


Perſecutors of Chriſt. It concerns thoſe who 


thus affect to /t in the Scat of God, and 


to equal their own diſputable Notions with 
the expreſs Word of God; to conſider & 


little more ſeriouſly, what Spirit they are 


4 


3. Of the ſame Sort, is his perpetual un- 
righteous Uſe of the term, Ariaus, and 4, 
aniſm. Which leads ignorant Readers (who 


judge by Names inſtead of Things,) to ima- 
gine that the perſons he oppoſes, are Follow- 


ers of Arius; Though they zever aſſert any, 


of the peculiar Tenets of Arius ; And, by 


Dr. Waterland's way of Coſequential De- 
ductions, the Fathers of the Council of Nice 
itſelf, and all their Catholick Predeceſſors, 
may with Equal Juſtice be charged with Ar:- 
aniſm. For, the Council of Nice, by aſlert- 
-Ing that the Son was, not [onde 8 8% ren 
made or formed out of Nothing, but [ VmNels 


EN TH Sololg Y argos generated From the Sub- 


ſtance of the Father, (which Tertullian, Ori- 


CON» 


2 
N 55 
n 2 
A 


FA Ii i os e ee 2 ne 8 5 
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concerning Angels and Rational Souls alſo 3 


CONFESSEDLY did not mean, either 
that the Son was (which is the fir/{ of Dr. Wa- 
terlana's Two Senſes of the term © Indivi- 


% q,) the ſame Identical N. HOLE Sub- 
ſtance with the Father, raurodeies, porogor@), 
and * xe, Which the Doctor * ex- p. er] 
preſsly acknowledges to be preciſe Sabellia- 
uiſm; or (which is the Doctors Other (1) 
Senſe of the term * Individual, ) that he 
was a Homogeneons Undivided PART of 
that infinite and Inſeparable Subſtance which 


is the Father's ; (which is, what the Doctor 

expreſsly condemns in Tertullian: and yet it 
ſeems plainly upon the whole to be his Ou 
opinion, only with the addition of an Equa- 
lity of Supreme Authority and Dominion,which 
never once entred into the Thoughts of 42 
Antient Writer.) But Thezr | the Nicene Fa- 
thers] Meaning, evidently was, that as One 
Fire is lighted from Another, without Any 
Diviſion, Abſciſſion, Diminution, or Alteration 
whatſoever, either of the Subſtance or Heat 
or Splendour or Greatneſs of the Former; ſo 


— ES n * _ 


(1) Compare the following Paſſages. | 
„The Subſtance of the Son, may be juſtly called the Fa- 
* ther's Subſtance,” Defenſe; p. 379, 380. 
_ © Subſtance-Undzvuided is all that any Catholick means 


by individual Subſtance,” p. 463. 


The ſame homogeneous Subſtance, and Inſeparability ; — 
a Una Summa res, p. 391. | 


A'4 the 


—— x ͤ — — PP 1 


P. | 79, 
35 
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the Con, by che meffable and incomprehenſf 
ble Power of the Father, was generated from 


the Father, without Any Diviſion, Abſciſſion, 


eat ion or Alteration whatſvever. either 


of the Father s Subſtance, or of his Alone Su- 
preme Authority and Dominion over All. And 
This Notion of Theirs; becauſe it ſuppoſes the 


Son to be, not (what Dr. Waterland, without 
ſo much as any one ſingle Authority from 


(t) Antiquity, and without any Conftency 
with himſelf, affirms,) THE Subſtance of 


the Father; but, as the Council itſelf expreſ- 


ſes it, FR 0 M the Subſtance of the Father: 


And becauſe it ſuppoſes the Generation of the 


Som co be an Act of the Father, (which Al] 


the Antients unanimouſly teach, | by aſſerting 
it to be, not only Joo; rare, but N 


ur Jenou and Benji, By the Will of . 


Father; and which Dr. Waterland, in Ocher 


words, "conſtantly denies; making it to be no 
more an A# of the Father, than the Fathers 


own Exiſtence is an Att of the Father: 


And becauſe it reſerves inviolably to the 


Father (his AuNerria) his Alone Supreme 


Pe FS, 2 _—__ par” — 


Om 


A —_— 22 * - — — 


1 1) For the Antients conftantly denied > Tevregrio and 8, 


<anxemwiny, as being the Eſſence of Sabellianiſm. From whence 


"tis apparent, that, according to the Philoſophy of thoſe times, 
they no more thought 7 Ex ve going 75 rarfes to be The 


soie itſelf of the Father; than they thought = Ez gx 070, to 


125 The Not hing out of which they were produced. 


Au- 


e e 2 r WW 50 


| : 
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Authority and Dominion over. An, (as both 0 
the Council of Nice and All their Catholick 
Predeceſſors unanimouſly and conſtantly did) 
which is That which makes him to be in 

the Abſolute Senſe Ihe One God: There- 
fore This notion (I ſay). Dr. Waterland is 
pleaſed to rank, among Other things, under 
the Head of Arianiſm. E 


F 
N. 
* 1 
3 
3 


F a 
ee 3 PEN 


4. Of the fame kind, is his Talk about 2 L 
' ©* calling in queſtion a Fundamental eArticle 
F G& of Religion.” As if the Firſt Article of 
the Creed, was not as Fundamental in Chriſt's 
Religion, as the Second. Or as if an Arti- 
| cle's being Fundamental, was a Reaſon why, 
not only the generality of Chriſtians, but 
even the moft Learned and Able men, 
ſhould by no means be ſuffered to conſider 
or inquire What this Fundamental Article is. 
Or as if taking great pains, ſeriouſly and in 
the Fear of God, with diligent Study of the 
: Scripture and Antiquity, to find out the Trae 
Senſe and Meaning of any Doctrine; Was 
calling in queſtion the Truth of the Doctrine 
1 8̃1tſelf. Wonderful it is, that the very Foun- 
- dations of all Religion and of ell Truth, 
| ſhould be thus turned into ridicule by men 
of Learning ; without their perceiving at the 
ſiame time, What it is they : are doing. 


ts But 


= — eg ig” — 
— 
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5: But the Principal thing of all, is his ar- 


tificially concealing from the Reader through- 


out, from the Beginning to the End of his 
Book, the True and indeed the Only material 


Point in Queſtion; and amuſing him with 
matters of a quite different kind. The Sum 


of the Doctrine laid down by Thoſe whom the 


Doctor undertook to oppoſe, was This : That, 
© WHeATEVER be the metaphyſical Na- 
ture, Eſſence, or Subſtance, of the Son, [or 
of the Holy Spirit ;] Whatever be his un- 
« limited paſt Duration; Whatever Divine 
Titles, Greatneſs or Dignity, be aſcribed 

„ to him in Scripture : Still, there being con- 
e feſſedly in the Monarchy of the Univerſe” 
(according to the Voice of Reaſon, and the 
Whole Tenour of Scripture, and of all Auti- 
quity,) © but One Authority, original in the 


« Father, derivative in the Son; therefore 


« THE ONE GOD (abſolutely ſpeaking,) 
& The One SUPREME God, always and 


e weceſſarily ſignifies Him, in whom Alone 


© the Power or Authority is Supreme, Origi- 


« nal, and Underived; and on whom Alone, 


e conſequently, All Honour arid Worſhip prima- 


« rily or ultimately terminates.” 


The Doctrine, and the Proof of it, may 
briefly be expreſſed in the following Syllo- 


giſms. 


He 


1 — PA 
On” PPC i gd Pb. ETON 2 l ede n 
mr. ® 2 N R RG? SORE; 
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He who is Alone The One Supreme Gover- 
nour of the L. ni verſe, is e The One Su- 
e God. 


Foe But The Father i is eAlone The One Supreme 
 Governour of the Univerſe. 


And T his latter Propoſition i is Thus provid. 


He who never acts in Sil jection to the Will 
M eAny other Perſon, and every other Per- 
ſon whatſoever Always acts in Subjection 
to His Will, is Alone The One Supreme 
| Governour of the Univerſe. 


But The Father never acts in Subjection 
to the Will of any other Perſon; And every 


other Perſon whatſoever, always acts is 
| Subjeftion to His Will. 


Therefore Oc. 


In oppoſition t to This Doctrine, What has 
Dr. Waterland done? Has he alledged ary 
One Text of Scripture ? Has he alledged any 
One Paſſage of Antiquity, that contradifts 
this Notion? Is there any One Sentence in 
all his Citations, that contradifts the Fa- 

ther's having Alone (che "AuJeria) the Su- 
Freue 
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if over All? Is there Any One of his Authors 
*.* in the Three Firſt Centuries and lower, 
* that does not in numberleſs Places aſcribe 
{1388  expreſsly to the Father eAlone (the Auder- 
li | Tie) the Supreme Authority, Sovereignty, and 
vs Dominion over all? Where tlien does the 
„ Doctor find an Equality of Supreme Authority 
"and Dominion, either in two Perſons, or in 
UN | three ? without which Supremacy of Au- 
Wt Prof p.rr.thority and Dominion, he knows 20 Di- 
8 | Don % unity; none © properly God, that is 
ot Supreme, Supreme in the tritt Senſe ; 
nn Soda the Same ſenſe, and in as High 5 
[118 * Senſe, as the Father Himſelf?” Where, 
1 1 fay, does he find This? Why; Morſbip, 
nn he finds in Scripture and in Antiquity, is 
ny paid to the Son: And This, he thinks, Con- 
| | ſequentially proves his Point, But, in Scrip- 


ture and in All Antiquity, nothing is more 
clearly, fully, and conſtantly taught, than 


* FOR - _—_— — — —ůů 


—U— —— —̃ — ͥꝗꝓC im — — 
N — — —— * * 


| 

18 bil. 2, ii. diate © To the Glory of the Father And 

5 yet the Doctor has the Hardineſs roundly 
to affirm, (and his Whole Scheme depends 

P. 247, Upon it,) that * No Diſtiuction of Worſhip, 


10 mediate and ultimate, was ever intimated.” 
Int In like manner, he labours to find Paſſages 
1th in Antient Writers, concerning the Eternity 


5 as e e of the Son. q in order 
0 


preme Aurbority, , Sovereiguty, and Dominion 


that the Worſhip paid to the Son, is Me- 


** | * * I 8 : 10 p 
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to. Gawen from thence, / that by Conſeg uence 


theſe Writers ought to have been of Hzs 
Opinion, that the Father is 20 Alone Su. 
* preme in Authority. and Dominion over All. 
} Yet nothing can be more palpably evident, 
than that None of theſe Writers underſtood 


T6 i 
X111 


thoſe points in the ſenſe Dr. Waterland ; 


is not Alone Supreme in Authority and 


minion over All: Nor has the Doctor been 


able to find any Ore paſſage in the Writers 
.of the Firſt Three Centuries and lower, 
wherein Any of them, 


other occaſion, aſſert any ſuch thing: And 
they all of them conſtantly, uniformly, and 
in e Places, (not excepting even 
the later and Mont aniſt Writings of Ter- 
tullian,) with all earneſtneſs expreſsly con- 
tend on the contrary, and repreſent it as 
the Prime Foundation of true Religion, that 


the Father 7s Alone Supreme in — 
and Dominion over. All, To what Purpo 


upon This or any 


then are the Doctor's Excurſions concerning 


the Metaphyfcal difficulties, which have No 
Relation to the Point in queſtion ? The True 
Queſtion is, whether He who Alone has the 
Supreme Authority, Sovereignty, and Dominion 
cover All, original, underived, and altagether 
Fa Fears on the Will of any oy perſon, 


apprehends them: Becauſe They themſelves 
never draw this Inference, that the Fark . 
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xi 
be not Alone the Supreme Governour of the 
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Univerſe, and whether He who Alone is 


the Supreme Governour of the Univerſe, do- 


ing all things according to the Pleaſure of 


bis own Will, being in no ſenſe and in 10 


reſpect ever ſubject to the Will of Any 


Other perſon, be not Alone ( abſolutely 
ſpeaking) The One Supreme God, even That 


Erb. iv. 6. 


On: God and Father of All, whom St. Pau! 


exprelsly declares to be eve All, perſonal- 


ly and in expreſs terms 4 iNinguiſhed from 


the One Lord and the Ore pris mentioned 


in the very ſame ſentence. This is the 


true and Only Theological Queſtion. And 


till Dr. Waterlaud makes ſome Reply to 
This, (better than what he has yet offer- 
ed, viz. that The One God and Father of 
Al, who is Above Al, INCLUDES That 
One Lord and Oue Spirit, whom the Apoſtle 
in the Text does by Name and in expreſs 
words DISTING UISH FROM The One 
God and Father of all, who is Alove all ;) 
his metaphyſical Imaginations may well be 
looked upon as mere empty Amuſements, 


If the Doctor thinks fit to write an An- 
ſwer to This Book; the only thing deſired 


of him is, that he would not (as in his 


former Book) reply to imaginary Conſeque n- 
ces drawn only by Aku his own Hypo- 
theſis 


„ wot but all Attempts of that kind, will 


ing up of the Truth, the Diſappointment of 


« Jeavoured to unravel Sophiſtry, detect 
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theſis for granted, or to what he fancies his 


Opponents ſhould ſay, or might ſay, or * were Defenſe; 
= ap have ſaid or proved; but that he would ? 1. 


give an Anſwer to the things that ARE 


here ſaid, And This, not by trying to faſten 
Names of Reproach, (which ſerve only to 
terrify the ignorant Vulgar ;) but by Show- 


ing that the Things here alledged, are diſ- 
agreeable to Reaſon, Scripture, and Primitive 
Antiquity, 


Till he has done This, I lay claim to his 
own Words. I this Work, I have en- Pref-p-1. 


« Fallacies, aud take off Diſguiſes, in order 
« to ſet the Controverſy upon a clear Foot. 
« The Doctor has hitherto avoided coming 
* to the Pinch of the Queſtion. If he plea- 
« ſes to ſpeak to the Point, and put the 
“ Cauſe upon a ſhort Tfſue, as may eaſily be 
* done ; That is all, that is deſired. I doubt 


* end (as they have ever done) in the clear- 
* zts Oppoſers, the Foy of Good Men, the 
* Honour of our Lord; and (give me Leave 


to add) the Honour of both His and Our God 
and Father, which our Lord came to ſeek. 
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HE Son is — 45 ; 
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4. After the words, Phil. 2; 6,7, d See below, 1 pi. 
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ze 
cc the 
words cited 
For my 
Inſtead of, Himſelf and his internal Reaſon ſubſs, * 
with him; read, he had 1 internal W itſelf or . 
_ ſifting in him. 
Praxeas | 
Verbum 
above whom there i is no other 
probant, quod 
0 arp | 
-p contrary (in the ſenſe you a: thei Tenn is 
W 
you ſay, ¶ volens, ] 
As miniſtring 
Ferom tells 
After the words, to exiſt Kc. Add: Which mor d. 
are oſten cited by the Learned Biſhop Bull, but not 
rightly underſtood. 
very ridiculous 
28 F rar, 
Set the words, [p. 267 J againſt line roth. 
the Guide 
goa & Tw dN 
ſame Text 
either Subſtanzially or virtually with the Father 8. 
Uncertainty 
affirming, that [ wis 
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A RE- 


Dr VATERLANDs 
D E FE N C E, Oc. 


ſy 


I am the Lord, and 
there is none elſe ;| 
Z 1 is no God beſides 
me, Ja. 5. 

Is ebay a God hes 
ſides me ? Yea, There 
is no God, I * not 


any, Iſa. 44. 8 


is none like me; 1 I/a. 
46. 9. | 
Before me there was 
no God form'd, neither 
hall there be after me, 
N Ya. 43+ 10. 


RE. 


ö 


J 


Iam God, and there | 


TEX TS alledged by Dr- W. to be = Y Fx, 


The Word was God, 


ohn 1. Io 


Thy Throne, O God, 
Heb. 1. 8. 

Chriſt came, who is 
over all God bleſſed for 
ever, Rom. . 
Who being in the 
— of God, Phil. 2. 

Who being the 
Brightneſs of his Glo- 
and the expres. 


] 


B | 
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* Of the Unity of God. 


E QUERY LI. 
Whether all other Beings, beſides the 
 preme God, be not excluded by the Texts of 
Iſaiah, (to which many more might be added; 
and conſequently, whether Chriſt can be God 

at all, unleſs He be the ſame with the Su- 
 preme God? LS 3 
HE Anſwer to this Query, 

is; that the Texts of aiah 

here alledged by you, and 
other Texts of the like na- 


expreſsly and uniformly 


tis evident, that the Texts in Iſaiah, muſt 


needs be underſtood of Him on, who Alone 


has All Perfeftions and All Dominion abſolute- 


(i) Euſebius obſerves upon the Words of 1/aiah, (beſides ME 
there is no God,) «vc ? | 
that the Expreſſion denotes one * Which Perſon, he ſays 
preſently after, is the Father, ws eli eindves 5 wears, dic 7 
Tg7T0 ©4Txw, ſpeaking this by his Son, as by a Repreſentative and Me- 

mliator. Ecdet Theol. lib. 2. cap. 19, & 117. | 
(2) Sce, & Modeſt Plea, &c. p. 133 = h 


ture, do all of them moſt 


Evo; oy ap 55% kel led der apo cr, M Aron pho. 


Lad £ 1 
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one Fu- 
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Ry 
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f 7 ther of All, Eph. iv, 6; The God of Abraham, 
) 3} the God of our Fathers, who glorified HIS Son 
d Je ſus, Accs iii, 13. To ask therefore, © whe- 
— * ther Chriſt CAN be God at all, unleſs he be 
3 *© the ſame with the Supreme God,” the ſame 
with him who ſpeaks in theſe Texts of Iſazah ; 
„ is to ask whether the Scripture has done right 
in ſtyling him God at all, when at the ſame 
d 7} timeit is on all hands confeſſed that he is not 
That Ore God and Father of eAll ; (That God _ 
e our Fathers, who glorified HIS Son Feſus; i. is, © 
That Supreme God, who ALONE has IL Acts iii 3. 
2— Perfections and All Dominion abſolutely In and 
ſe Of himſelf, original, underived, and indepen- 
3” | h 2 | 
» 7 aent on Any ;) But that he is the Son of That 
lf 7 Ore God and Father of all. Ps 
rs In your Defence of this Query, you proceed“. 3. 
ne > to urge the Argument thus. V the Son be at 
d ll excluded ly the Texts of Iſaiah, He 7s al- 
e- together excluded, and is no God at all, He 
ce ( cannot, (upon Tour Principles, ) be the ſame 
ſt * © God, becauſe he is not the ſame Perſon. He 
ne cannot be Another God, becauſe excluded by 
e- * theſe Texts. F therefore He be neither the 
« ſame God, nor another God; it muſt follow 
44 * that be is no Gd. . 
ſays | | | 
ig 1ſt. © He cannot,” you tell me, “be the p. 3 


OF the Unity of God. 


Which Perſon 1s, 1n the 
New Teſtament, tiled, The One God and Fa- 


i 
h In and Of himſelf, original, underived, and 
independent on Any. 


* © /ſameGod,” upon My Principles; © becauſe 
. Lot the ſame Perſon.” Very right: Nor up- 
ly © N 4 


Of the Unity of Cod. 
on Any Princiſ les, but the (1) Sabellian. You 
your or when you come to explain your ſelf, 


do not in reality make him to be the ſame God, 


(tho? you perpetually uſe That Language ) but 


only to be in his Subſtance andivided from, 
or inſeparably united with, the God and Fa- 
ther ofall ; which is quite another Thing from 
being Himſelf The ſame God, ; 
2. Your Second Allegation is:“ He cannot be 


© Another God, becauſe excluded by theſe Texts; 
„ Therefore he is uo God at all.” But from What 


is he *excluded ”? From being The one God, 
OF whom (as the firſt Cauſe) are all Things; 


not from being the one Lord, BY whom are all 
Things; or, as St. Fob (tiles him, God the Word, 
by (or thro) whom all things were made. He is 
not excluded therefore from being God at all, 
but from being Another God in That Senſe, 
wherein the Perſon ſpeaking ia the Texts of 
Iſaiah, declares That Title to belong to Him- 
ſelf ALONE. *Tis certain the Texts do not 
ſo much as exclude Mes, from being a God 
unto Pharaab; Magiſtrates, from being Gods; 


(1) Euſebius charges it perpetually upon Marcellus, as Sabel- 
tianiſm, to fay that the Father and Son are dn g rar, One and 
the ſame identical Being; bo x weedoe tv, (or in Origen's 
Phraſe, # vraapminu, Or Tealogoio,) One and the ſame indivi- 


dual identical ſubſiſting Being; Adv. Marcell. . T. c. 1. 5. 5: 
as well as that the Son is, e O «vr; 73 geg, One and the 


ſame Perſon with the Supreme God; or that he is Himſelf 


6 in Tev\w Fc, the one Supreme God: For which Aſſertion, he 
ſays, Sabellius was excommunicated : De Eccleſ. Theol. lib. 2. c. 4. 
'Tis the ſame errour according to Tertullian, to ſay that the Son 
is, ipſe Deus dominus omnipotens, Himſelf the Lord God Almighty : 


Adv. Prax, c. 2. And with Novatian tis fo, to ſay that he is, 


Unus Deus, The One God, Ds Trinit. c. 30, 31. 


and 
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Of the Unity of God. 


and (1) Angels (in Scripture-· Language,) Gods 


in a ſtill higher Senſe, Much lefs therefore 


1 do they exclude J7eſus Chriſt our Lora, (who 


is unſpeakably Superior to Moſes, Magiſtrates, 
or Angels,) from being God at all. If you ob- 
ſerve the Stile of Scripture, both of the Old 


and New-Teſtament, as well as of All Other 
Writings; you cannot but perceive that ex-. 
. clufrve Words of This Sort, are always to be 


underſtood to exclude.in That Senſe, in which 
the Titles there mentioned belong to the Per- 


ſon ſpoken of and not in any other Senſe. 
Thus there is not only 20 ot her God, but xo other 
Lora, no other Saviour, in the Senſe in which the 7/ai.43.11; 


one God, the Fat her (or Firſt Cauſe, Of whom are 
all things,) is God and Lord and Saviour: The 
Idea of Supremacy, (ſtiled by the Antients, 


/ 


 avywwric,) Original Authority, and Independency, 
(whether mentioned or no,) always neceſſari- 


ly going along with the Idea of the Ore God, 
or One Lord, when thoſe Titles are mentioned 
in an Abſolute conſtruction. Yet Chriſt alſo is 
our Saviour, Tit. ili, 4, 6; God our Saviour 


ſaving us through Feſus Chriſt our Saviour. 


Chrift is Lord alſo; nay, he is the one Lord, 
and there is none beſides him: That is, evi- 


(1) Origen ſays, that, beſides the true God, [the Father, 


there are many meaning the Angels,] who are Gods, ur 


Ts Jeg, by partaking of the Divine Nature. But God the Word, 
he ſays, is u ret Acuror; 7 up avicn Yes, glorified far a- 


bove all Thoſe Gods; becauſe tis through His Miniftration that 


They are made Partakers of Divinity, reiß Auirroig Nocte Oat Nove E416 


g F£aTnT@» Tov Feov Avyey Comment. in Jol. p. 47. Yet even 


— 


B 3 dently, 


5 


Th:/e, he diſtinguiſneth from © Nominal Gods. p. 48. Defenſe 


L. 


—— — = —_—_ 
— — 
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dently, no other Lord (1) 4 i, thro whom 
(as the miniſtring Cauſe) are all Things, 


" 


1 Cor. viii, 6 no other Lord, through whom 


we are redeem'd to God. And this way of 


ſpeaking, tis manifeſt, neither excludes a ſu- 
Perior, nor inferior Lord. | 


Nor is it juſt, either according to Scripture- 


Language, or ſtrict Propriety of Speech, to 


ſay, that becauſe another Perſon beſides the 
One Supreme God, is ſtild God or Lord, there- 
fore That Perſon is Another God, or Another 
Lord; or that there are Two Gods, or Two 


Lords. The Reaſon is plainly This. When 


Two Perſons are joined together in this man- 
ner of ſpeaking, they are always ſuppoſed to 
be Equal; And to ſay Two Lords, neceſſarily 
ſignihes, in the Nature of Language, Two 


_ Coordinate Lords, or Lords in the ſame Senſe. 


*Tis remarkable therefore, that the Apoſtle 
St. Paul, ſpeaking of Chriſt in Conjunction 
with the Father, never calls him Another 


(1) The Learned Exſebius obſerves, that the Expreſſion, 
2 du, or W «vs, denotes the Supreme Authoritative Agen= 
cy Sen of the one God and Father of all. And that the 

z, by or thro', ſignifies ro Carne, the miniſtring 
Cauſe. De Eccleſ. Theolog. lib. 1.c.20. Contra Marcel. lib. 2. c. 14. 
See below, p. 3. Philo has the fame Obſervation likewiſe ; Eι 
TY ngen Ke17y, Eur nor puny d purroy Ji TE Ni: O re a puupray. 
Ti elirers; br Nes Alrie, bx "Ogyavoy' To 9% yworevey, As 9p- 
d we, Tx As d iris, THYTWG YiyET HL. Kei 5 per, T 2. 
. Ie, —— Of 8 02, To Seo Eupio eis * "AtTtoy prey urs 
[og ] Tov Ye, TG 8 lever, OH o} Ab Je, AV & 
xaT:«rxvda gn. And he condemns it as an be hr of Lan- 


guage, to 1 that any thing is made [ 73 3:8] through God: 
and inſiſts, that it ought to be expreſſed, that things are [ 279 
Ts v5] of or from God, ¶ùs d nis] as the Original Cauſe. De 


| 2 P. 129. See more, below on Query 24, near the Be- 


einning; and on Query 3d, towards the End. 


God, 


of the Unity of God. 


God, or the two Perſons Two Gods ; but pro- 


feſſeth the Father only to be by way of Emi. 


nence The One God, and ſtyles Jeſus Chriſt 


Lord. To Us there is but one God, [viz.] the 1 cor vii. 


Father, (as in the Texts of the Ola Teſtament ; * 


and one Lord, | viz. Jeſus Chriſi, (reveal'd in 


the New-Teſtament,) Yet this Lord is elſe- 
where ſtyled God, as being (1) the Son of God. 
Concerning which Matter, Tertullian and 
Novatian expreſs their Senſe very clearly. 
Tertullian (2) fays, that tho? the Scriptures 


declare Chriſt to be God, yet He will not 


call the Father and Son Two Gods or Two 
Lords; but will follow the Apoſtle*s Example; 
and if the Father and the Son are to be 22 
of together, he will call the Father God, and 
Jeſus Coriſt Lord; but ſpeaking of Chriſt by 
Himſelf, he can give him the Title of God, as 
the eApoſile does, Rom. ix, 5. For, (adds he, 
I can call a Beam of the Sun, the Sun; if 1 
was ſpeaking of it alone. But in ſpeaking of 
the Sun and its Beam together, I will not call 


(1) Novatian ſays; Eſt ergo Deus, ſed in hoc ipſum genitus, 
ut eſſet Deus. De Trinit. c. 31. Euſebius ſays, Chriſt is our 


Jod, 4M 8x, 0 zpar©- dees, but not the Supreme Goa; Tpare; 
| 4 9: (lege, Tpwrs dz] TS Ne proyory eng vos, el Tre F2%, but he 


2s the only begotten Son of the Supreme God, and, upon this ac- 
count, God, Demonſt. Evangel. p. 227. | 

(2) Itaq; Deos omnino non dicam, nec Dominos; ſed Apo- 
ſtolum ſequar, ut fi pariter nominandi fuerint Pater & filius, De- 
am patrem appellem, & Jeſum Chriſtum Dominum nominem. 
Solum autem Chriſtum, potero Deum dicere, ſicut idem Apo- 
ſtolus, Rom. ix, 5. Nam & Radium Solis ſeorſum, Solem vocabo; 
Solem autem nominans, cujus eſt radius, non ſtatim & radium 
Solem appellabo. Adv. Prax. c. 13. Pater enim tota ſubſtantia 
eft, Filius vero deri vatio totius & portio; ſicut ipſe profitetur, 


Via Pater major me eft, Ibid. c. 9. 


B 4 2 Beam 


ergo Deus Pater 


e the Dnity of Cod. 
a Beam th Suns For, the Father (ſays he) 
is the whole Subſtunce, and the Son | This was 
his Mozranift Notion] is @ derivative PART 
of itz as be himſelf declares, My Father is 

greater than I, And Novatianzs (x): arguing. 
againſt the Sabellians : N (ſays he) they can 

c underſtand how there is nevertheleſs but One 
“ Lord, though Chriſt alſo be called Lord; 
and but One Maſter, though Paul alſo be 
called Maſter; and but One that is Good, 
_* though Chriſt alſo be ſtiled Good: they may 

« by the ſame reaſon underfland alſo, how, got = 
© withſtanding there is but One God, vet 
„ Chriſt alſo may be ſtiled God. God the Fa- 
ther therefore is the One God, c.“ And 
he very diſtinctly and explicitly declares his 
| Senſe, that the Father and Son for this Rea- 

Vn cannot be Two Gods, BECAUSE the Fa- 
ther Alone is anbegotten, unoriginate, inviſi- 
ble, &c. e ee ho 
Your Argument concerning Baal and Aſb- 
 taroth, and the Pagan Deities; is what I hard- 
lv know how to excuſe from Prot haneneſs. 
That Solomon and the Jews might as lawfully 


* 


(1) Si non putant aliqua ratione offici poſſe ei quod anus da- 
minus eſt, per illud quod eſt dominus & Chriſtus ; neq; ei quod 
nunus eſt Magiſter, per illud quod eſt Magiſter & Paulus; aut illi 
quod Unus eſt Bonus, per illud quod bonus fit nuncupatus & 
Chriſtus: eadem ratione intelligent, offici on poſſe ab illo, quod 
nus eſt Deus, ei quod Deus pronunciatus eſt ex Chriſtus. Eſt 
Unus Deus. And if the Son, he ſays, 
was * innatus, ſine origine, inviſibilis, incomprehenſibilis, && 
* quzcunque ſunt Patris; (par exprefſus,—. æquales inventi, —) 
4 meritò duprum Deorum, quam iſti confingunt, con- 

4 troverſiam ſuſcitaſſet:” if he was unbegotten, unoriginate, invi- 
ſible, incomprehenſible, &c. then being found Equal to the Father, 
There muſt conſequently have been Two Gods, gap. 30. 31. 
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facrifice to Aſmarot h and, Milcom, Without and 


Z Againſt Gods Command; as, we can worſhip 
T * Chriſt By his Command, with Worſhip Medi- 
5 ate to the Glory of the Father. For your Ar- 
g gument here abſolutely ſuppoſes, and you elſe- 
2 Where diſtinaly aſſert it, that there can be zo 
S fuch Thing as MEDLATE? Worſhip at all. . 247. 
8 God (you think) has, in the Texts of the 
e Old-Teſtament,- precluded himſelf from all 
J, Right of commanding Any Worſhip to be paid 
to a Mediator, in the Capacity of a Mediator: 
'2 # Beeauſe That is Mediate gow a Worſhip 
t 3} terminating ultimately in Another, and not 
- ultimately in the Mediatour to whom it is 
d paid; aWorſhip which, in the nature of Things, 
is cannot foſſtbly be paid at all to the One Su- 
- *# preme God: For the One Supreme God cannot 
- poſſibly have any Thing (1) given or commit- 


= ted to him by Another, cannot poſſibly be 
.) ſent by Another, cannot be exalted by 

- Another, cannot be honoured in order to the 

- Glory ultimately of Another Perſon. And yet 
Jin Scripture we read expreſsly, of an everlaſi- nay. ii. 
ing Dominion GIVEN to the Son of Man, that 14 
2 all Nations ſhould SERVE him; of Mens 

" =» FQHononring the Son even as they honour the Fa- guy, v. 2, 
ti ther, becauſe All Fudgment is COMMITTED © 


ſt 3 (1) 8 2 Te » DPD n cia £* TeV TAY a T0 ay N * 
I Tn, % Pigh TAY ta), 4470; tg 3 fe wary opeuorre wy Qtoc: 
* F Euſeb. de Eccleſ. Theol. lib. 2. c. 7. 5 e 0 
J 2) Miſſus autem non fuit pater, ne pater ſubditus altefi deo, 
) / * * Pa Pa . = 
4 dum mittitur, probaretur. Novat. de Trinit. c. 22. Propter 


. Authoritatem ſolus pater non dicitur miſſus. Auguſt. Serm. con- 
1 ra Arian. c. 4. Al ſurdiſſimꝰ aut a filio quem genuit, aut a Spirits 
"Ss 


Sancto qui de illo procedit, miſſus diceretur, Ang. de Irin. lib, 4, c. wit. 
unto 


i . unto him; and of every Knee's Bowing at 
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the Name of Jeſus, becauſe of God's having 
highly EXALTED him; and every Tongue's 
confeſſing him to be Lord, TO the glory of God 
the Father. _ coed 3 hs 
The (1) eAntzents expreſs their Senſe very 
clearly in this Matter; founding the Religious 
Honour paid by them to the Son of God, ex- 
preſsly on the Mi, Good Pleaſure, and Com- 
mand of the Father. They were not of Opint- 
on therefore, that the Texts of Iſaiab meant, 
that the So is included and comprehended 
in the one Supreme God of Iſrael >” That is, 


(1) Juſtin Martyr, upon the Text, Thou ſhalt love the Lord 
thy God with all thy Heart, ſays; 6 Þ 2} de The xapd\a, O 15 
dag Ts *? 0. ,, To F£9y, Ap F200 £285 vw; L ye, 
Sd hoc 6 MAov riuutces Heu- Ke; . % 2xEivoy d i es BOY- 
AOMENOY, Dial. cum Tryph. P. 97. Edit. Steph. He who, be- 
ing endued with a pious Diſpoſition, loves God with all his 
«© Heart, and all his Strength; will worſhip no other God. Yet he 
<< will alſo worſhip That Meſſenger of God, | Chriſt the Angel of 
* hu Preſence; | it being God's WILL [or Command] that he 
*© ſhould do ſo.” And Ireneus ; we xis Ines Ti rp vwoay % 
Sed, X TTY, 0 Pour, neil Thy sud oni T5 ell pog Tv cc od TE, TAY 
Yoo rel he. lib. I. c. 2. p. 45. Grab. © That every Knee might bow 
to Chriſt Jeſus our Lord, and God, and Saviour, and King, ac- 
« cording to the GOOD PLEASURE of the inviſible Father.” 
And Origen; *; at Toy d M C Typ wprivay @; Fay | pg we, c, 
2 giles anode ts Ts 0K autre amo 28 £74 Tac bis To Th 
gar Ed el, iu bee T0 Tapan ndl. tk Ts Inc, Wr 
Ri gem ors, uno Jes Oldb rt aura mo rA , We MUYTE, TMATE 
70 ble, xe; Tuna; Tv) Teepe. Contr, Celſ. lib. 8. p. 384. We 
demand, faith he, of Celſus, concerning thoſe whom they wor- 
«© ſhip as Gods, a Proof of the Supreme God having appointed them 
to be. worſhipped: And if on the other hand He demands the 
« ſame Thing of Us concerning Jeſus, we will ſhew him that God 
« Hath appointed him to be worſhipped : That all Men (hould ho- 
«© nour the Son, even as they honour the Father.” And Cyprian: 
Pater Deus præcepit filium ſuum adorari. De bono Patientiæ, 
þ. 220. © God the Father Commanded his Son to be worſhipped.“ 
Which he proves from Phil. ii. 9, 10,11. | | 


12 


; Of the Unity of God rt 
in That God of our Fathers (according to St. Pe- 
®zer's Language) who glorified HIS Son Je- 
ſus, Acts 3, 13. This is evidently ſuppoſing 
The One God and Father of All, to be both Father 
and Son. Which, as abſurd, and as directly 
contrary to Scripture as it 15; yet you are forced 
inconſiſtently to maintain it, as often as you af- 


. 3 firm the Son to be The Oze God, even That 


One God, whom St. Paul expreſsly declares to 1 Cor. S. 6. 

be The Father, Of whom are all Things, as 

7? diſtinguiſhed from the One Lord by whom are 

all things; the Father of All, who is Above 

all, as diſtinguiſhed from rhe Oze Lord, and Eb. 4-6. 

One Spirit. And at laſt, after all your Strug- 

2 gles, your Notion terminates in This; that the 

3 Scripture generally by the Term, One God, 

does not indeed mean One God, but One God- 

bead; not One Living God, but © una ſumma 5. 301. 

res, one homogeneons Subſtance with 7nſe- 

e parability ,” one abſtract God in general; Sermons, 

* * 7ſt as the Word Man is often uſed to denote 3995 

Man in general, —the whole Species.” See 

2 below, on Query XXIX. And tho' the whole 

2 Scripture conſtantly ſpeaks of God in the per- 

* ſonal Expreſſions, He, and Him, and His; yet 

you preſumptuouſly think theſe Expreſſions 

are © inconvenient, as not taking in all that 

Me apprehend of the One True God; and 

that It or That, They” or © Them,” would 

more properly, though not with ſo little Of- 

2 fence, expreſs what Jou mean by the Word 

God. For though you pretend to alledge, that 

3 © to ſay, They, or Them, would appear as if 

2 © the Perſous were divided and ſeparate;“ 
9 85 5 8 | yet 
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ſons, as divided ones; and the Words He and 


_ 


viaded Perſons, than divided ones. 
“ 


< 


the Second Column) do not ſhow that He 


be the ſame God? 


Anſw.” HE New Teſtament expreſsly de- 
| clares, that The One God, OF 
whom are all things, is The Father, 1 Cor. 8, 6; 
the Oye God and Father of all, who is above 
All, Eph. 4, 6; even He who alone has All 
Perfections and All Dominion abſolutely In and 
Of himſelf, original, underived, and indepen- 
leut on Any: And that Chriſt is not This 
Firſt Cauſe, this One God OF whom are all 
thing, but the Ore Lord Cor, in St. John's 
Language, God the Mord,] BY whom are all 
things, by whom the Father made all things. 


above by yourſe}f upon this Head, „in the 
« Secand Column,” do all of them plainly 
{how the ſame thing. As will, in the Sequel 
of this Diſcourſe, more fully appear. 
„St. Fob, in your Firſt Text, obſerves, that 
he was God the Word, that is, the Revealer 
of God's Will; that he was With God, and 
By Him were made, in St. Paul's Language, 
by him GOD made; in the Langvage of = 
| 7 ” 


yet this Pretence has not the leaſt Foundation 1 
in Reaſon. For the Words They and Them do 
altogether as properly expreſs divided Per- 


Him can no more poſſibly expreſs many ndi- 


Whether the Texts of the New Teſtament (in 
(Chriſt) zs ot excluded, and therefore muſt | 


'« The TEXTS of the New Teſtament ” cited 


e 


4 äche, ae by (3) St. Paul bimſelf,\C or: 


R TX oder 570 Toy TATE 


T” be himſelf ſays plainly, ALL 1 bing are GIVEN me from the 


vl 276 90 Pavy, w Te TUYTE e, AC 
|. Typ vaeratey wage £ dcr ed· Contra Noet. $. 6. P. 10. Fabric. 
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JT antient Fathers, By his (1) hun rain God 
made, ] all things. 


In your Second Text, St. Paul ſays of him, 2. 1. G. 


| 1 hy Throne, O God, 1s for ever. And he ſuf 


ficiently explains himſelf, by adding, (what Be. 1, 8. 
you ought not to have omitted 3) ver. 9. God, 


Seven THY God, hath anointed thee. 


Your Third Text, Rom. 9, 5. admits of va- 

rious Interpretations ; which make it dubious, 

Y whicther it may not poſlibly be meant of the 
Faber. See Dr. Clarke*s Scrip. Doct. p. 75. Edit. 
24. But allowing the vulgar Pointing, and con- 
FT that the Words are ſpoken of Chriſt ; 

till! it is, not o . 0 621 mymwy Vzos, but o 0 n 
1 (2) Tos, The Meaning of which, is 


| (1) Alu dd A & vis Ten p. — . ile, To Taper red 
ge [Aovs ] ragis NT. Aww 238 You 0 Eu, eren, ai & 
I x dure bie... gx Ir &vieu in, 6224 AF voy ia ue 
2 avariun}y i Tv Tov wy reli red rl pos 4 dn Euſeb. de 
Eccleſ. Theol. I. f. c. 20. See above, p. 6. 
() Upon theſe Words, Hippolytus (an Author you are very 
4 fond of, tho' of very dubious Authority,) thus ſpeaks: Oi S. 


6 ay 271 T&v|wy F205 z Ale ce Sr e ccc no- lc, aral Ver 10k 
5 Chriſt i is God over All : FOR thus 


þ c Father. 
( 3) Upon this Tow Hippol tus ſays, 31 evy Tee, chu ver aro] emex] os | 

A e ZIG u nig 605 , 77% ar balls, &uley 0s 6 LOU 450 Cy Tao 
> Xpi5'9, w Tt gr U 
1 2 
4 < therefore all Things are put under him, He being excepted who did 
put all Things under Him; He hath Dominion over all Things,and 
the Father over Him: That in all things it may appear there is One 
God to whom all Things are ſubject, and even Chriſt himſelf; un- 
der whom the Father has put all Things, Himſelf only excepted.” 
; Thus alſo Clemens: O 7R2vTWY aD Words c of the ſame im- 
Ort as 9 @y 2. 7%hV TUWY 9% =, H EEUT fe Ta Top —Tay- 
6x06 ref Nin aarpös And again: Teuro ü vertraute 
Ser GY EAWV Tt * Fray, Ta AY TS TATILD, Thy & dM ον 
ad wile N * m Strom. p. 83 158 32. Edit. Ox. 
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P. 1. & 6. 


2. 7. 


. 7. 


F. 53, 57. 
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15, 27, But when he ſaith, All things are put | 
under bim, it js manifeſt that He is excepted, 
who did put all Things under him; And, The * 
Son bimſelf ſhall be ſubj ect unto bim that put al! 
Things under him, that God may be all in all, 
v. 28. And again, The Head of Cbriſt is God, 
who gave him to be Head over all Things to thbe 
Church, Eph. 1, 22. Gods 5 ; 
Nor can any thing be more directly againſt * 
you, than your Fourth Text; according to the 
true Rendring of it. Who being in the Form of 
God, did not aſſume to appear as God, (or, 
to be honour'd as God,) but emptied Him- 


ſelf, &c. Phil. 2. 6, 7. 


In hke manner your Laft Text, Heb. 1, 3. 4 


(who being the brightneſs of his Glory, and the 
expreſs Image of his Perſon ;) is not for you, 


but directly againſt you. 


In your Defenſe of this Query, you repeat 


the ſame Things again, and inſiſt that“ Chriſt 
© is God before the World was; God over all, 


„ pleſſed for ever; Maker of the World; and 
* worſbipp*d by the Angels : And therefore cer- 


© rainly he is not excluded among the Nominal 


* Gods.” Ianſwer: Undoubtedly he is not 


excluded among the Nominal or Falſe Gods. 
But the Queſtion is, whether the Characters 
you here inſiſt on, are ever given him in Scrip- 


ture in ſuch a manner, as to imply (what you 


contend for) that he is himſelf «© The One 
* Supreme God; Supreme © in the ſtric Senſe 
„God in the ſame Senſe, and in as High a 


66 Senſe, 
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ar 
4 4 
5 ö 
mt * * 
* 
$7 


3s 
RE. 1 4 
4 Zo * 
E * 5 
1 
* 8 
1 


3 
” 


between us. 
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„ Senſe, as the Father himſelf.” This, (you 
ES muſt remember,) This Queſtion, concerning 
the * Supreme Authority in the Government of * Auge. 


ay 3 
1 


2 che Univerſe, (all other Points being mere Me- 


taphyſic ko,) is the True and Only Theological, 
the True and Only Material Point in queſtion 


Your. Firſt Aſſertion then is, that Chriſt P. -: 


is © God before the World was.” Be it ſo: Yet 
not in the ſame Senſe, and in as HIGH @ 


« Senſe, as the Father Himſelf,” becauſe All © “ 
that the Text, here referred to, aſſerts, is ex- 
preſsly This only, that He is God the Mord, 
who was in the Beginning With GOD, and hy or 
thro whom were made [by whom * God made] A. 3, 9: 
all things. Which cannot be truly affirmed * = 
of the (1) One Supreme God, and Author of all. 


(1) Euſebius, having declar'd at large the Doctrine of the 


Church, which placed the Unity of God in the Supremacy of the 


Father; ſhows that the Father and Son for This Reaſon could 
not be Two Gods, becauſe they were neither (enws;) Equal 
in Honour, nor Both of them unoriginated and unbegotten, (8 
Aale evapxs; x, ayers ;) but that the Father was the Original 
of the Son, and His God; and that therefore the Church taught 
but One God, even the Father, whom the Son himſelf Honours 
and Gloriſies as his God. After which, he proceeds to ſhow at large 
the Son's Subjection to the Father, from many Texts of Scrip-. 
ture. But then, adds he, ſince the Son has Dominion over all 
« created Things, that were made by him, as being the Sa- 
« wiour, and Lord, and Framer of all Things, (for all Things 
were made BY Him, ) u x; $0 g deomom; 55 cp 3 
Baoinevg avaryopes ore , he may on That Account be called God 
and Lord and Saviour and King. Therefore (He goes on,) 
the Church worſhips and honours him as God, becauſe it is the 
Father's Will, who committed all Judgment anto him, — and 
who is thus honoured By him. But the Son having Receiv'd all 
theſe Things, and even the Glory of his Divinity, from the Fa- 
ther; whereas the Father receives nothing from him; The Fa- 
ther therefore being the Original, Fountain, and Root of all good 
Things, is juſily declared to be The One and Only God. De 
A 
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Of the Unity of Cod. 
Your Next Allegation, that Chriſt is © God 


©. over all,” has been conſidered above, p. 13; 


And the Senſe of thoſe Words, (Rom. 9, 5,_) 
has been ſhown from the Analogy of other 
Texts of St. Paul. And, I think, you are nei- 


ther fair to your Reader, in concealing from 
him the different Tanſlations, the words of 


That Text are capable of; nor to Me, in of- 
fering the Words again, without conſidering * 


the Account I had at firſt given of them: What 
I ſhall here add, is, that the Doctrine you al- 


| ledge This Text to prove, beſides the Oppoſi- 
tion of it to the whole New Teſtament, is a 


Contradiction alſo to (what you would be 


thought to lay a great Streſs upon,) the 


whole Stream of (I) eAntiquity. For not only 
no Ancient Chriſtian Writer, even of thoſe who 


applied this Text to Chriſt, (as Teuæus, Ter- | 


(J) One Paſſage out of Hippolytus, (an Author whom you ſo 


frequently quote,) will plainly ſhow you what the Antients 


meant in thoſe Places, where you think they applied to the Son 
the ſame High Titles equally with the Father, Ob 6 @v bl 
a F406 301 Ayes qep Bal fue Apis, 7179 fol obo 
Tech C0 TOY rang LANG ki TUITOKOGT epa. xpis oy · TouTo off 
v A el \ - 8 — / £ / — * 
£:77''), 07ep Xi ¼ʒꝛureo wapTwprea 0 Xpiros* jrrpTupay of joe On, - 
Tee fel fel lora & Tov T&TP0G* ui ori vu XPATH, T UYTOX 096 T6 | 
T&Tpo; xt tg n xpigas. (He, viz. Chriſt, (ſays he,) is (Rom. 


9H, 5, God over All: FOR thus be himſelf ſays plainly and 


d expreſsly, AL L things are GIVE N me from the Father.” 
And again, (erroneouſly applying to Chriſt That Text, Rev. 1, 


8;) „St. John (ſays he) well ſtiles Chriſt Almighty; FOR Bhis 


« is affirming the ſame thing as Chriſt Himſelf alſo teſtifies, when 
« he ſays, ALL things are GIVEN me from the Father. And he 
de ruleth over All, being CONSTITUTED Almighty | or Ruler 
over all,] by the Father. Hippolyt. contra Noetum, $.6, p.10. 
Edit. Fabrit. Concerning this Laſt Phraſe, ſee more, below, on 
Qs. 27, towards the Ende. EE. 


tullian, 
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tullian, Hippolytus, Novatian,) ever infers 
from it (as Jo do,) that Chriſt is The One 
Supreme God; but alſo on the contrary they 
diſtinctly explain their Notion to be, that the 
Father only is (in the Supreme and eAbſolute 
3 Senſe) The (x) One God; and that the Son 
hath the Power over the whole Creation (2) 
given and committed to him from the Father. 
And they not only All of them uniformly and 


| Flargely aſſert his (3) Miniſtration (in his 


* higheſt Capacity,) to the Will of the Father 
in all Things; but ſome of them repreſent it 
as being even a Blaſphemous and Heretical 
Doctrine, to affirm Chriſt to be (4) Himſelf 
Tov bi mavmov re, The Supreme God. 
Next you alledge, that Chriſt is“ Maker Fp. 1; 

3 < the World.” The Texts, on which you 
A. | EE build 


— (1) Jrenæus ſays, that God the Father, the Maker of Heaven and 
= Earth, is ue F< Tavroggrup, the only God Supreme over 
= © all,” Lib.I. Cap. 13. p. 79. And again, that he is anus 
ſJolus verus Deus, The One and Only True God, Lib. 4. c. 69. 
See many more Paſſages of this Nature, cited by Dr. Clarke, 
Script. Doctr. Part II. S. 9. | 
> (2) Irenews ſays; Dominium accepit a Patre ſuo omnis con- 
ditionis, lib. 3. cap. 6. * The Son Receiv'd from his Father Domi- 
nion over the whole Creation. Thus alſo Tertullian: Filium 
non aliunde deduco, fed de ſubſtantia patris; nihil facientem ſi- 
nie Patris voluntate, omnem a Patre conſecutum Poteſtatem. 
= adv. Prax. cap. 4. * I know no other Original of the Son, than 
from the Subſtance of the Father; Who does nothing but accord- © 
= © ng to the Will of the Father, and hath Received all Power 
from the Father.” ak 5 
3) Novat. de Trinit. cap. 31. throughout. Many particular 
1 Ten of other Authors, I ſhall have occaſion to cite pre- 
antly. 
() The Apoſtolical Conſtitutions repreſent it as a Branch of 
dhe Gwoſtic Hereſy, to affirm ar cs F lr T ins mite ror, | 
| | | nn 5 
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of the Unity of God. 


build This, I conſider in their Proper Places. 


The 


Au dabred cr pes Nx Serre, © That Jeſus Chriſt is Himſelf the Su- 
e preme God over all, making him (conſequently) to be his own 


& Father; lib. 6. c. 26. The Larger Epiſtles of Ignatius, ftile 
Thoſe the Miniſters of Satan, (as deſtroying the Supreme Divi- 


_ nity of the Father,) who ſay that Chriſt 1s 6 iT ares $806, The 9 
Supreme God. Ad. Tarſens. Sett. 2. Again, He inſiſts 97s 8x ; 
EuTo%G £5w 6 £74 rch⁴ν F2%, that Chrift is not Himſelf the Supreme 


God, but the Son of the Supreme God. Which he there proves 


from Joh. 20, 17, I aſcend unto my Father, and your Father, 


„ unto my God, and your God, Ibid. Sect. 5. But becauſe 


| Theſe Bools have been ſuſpected of Interpolation, (though I 


know not upon what Ground, with regard to the Places I have 
now referred to;) the ſame Thing is confirmed by Origen, who 
ſays to Celſus ; reren Oc iv £31046 uli rode F809 5, % — 0 Pagpe T 50: 
ut, Kath T vie GTO BG EN U r πEuAs i KO hEy* 
555 * 8 5 . \ / / \ \ 
Egow Twas, ws, cw Tubes TFELVOTEY, Ka Se ler vicv, lee Thu 


* 


wy ws üg. Lib. 8. P. 387. Ve ſay that this Perſon is the Son 
, God, of That God whom we greatly adore. And we know 
* that the Son is exalted to great Dignity by the Father, But 


% ſuppoſing there be ſome in the Multitude of Believers, (amongſt 
% whom there will be different Opinions,) who raſhly affirm our 


% Saviour to be himſelf the Supreme God; yet WE affirm no ſuch 
« Thing, but believe Him who hath ſaid, the Father that ſent 


e me is greater than J. And the Council of Antioch, filing. | 


Chriſt the Meſſenger of the Father, at the ſame time that they 
call him Lord and God; add, To 505 Ney Tay νν ds A- 
Ay voi Keb D, * that it would be impious to ſay this of the 
<* Supreme God. Epiſt. ad Paul. Samoſ. And Euſebius, through 
all his Books againſt Marcellus, lays it down for the conſtant 
known Doctrine of the Church, that Chriſt himſelf is not 


5 » N c 
158 3 n c 
22 e ED YES EE DC CCCSSEEESS n — 0 
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2 mr * WY \ — 2 , 

TEecTeTHAY aoThFEcT as T Tor ie s, T £76 Tack Few RAN Bk os '> 
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6 ixi ara Is%, The Supreme God; And he particularly affirms, 


27 7 7 — 4 N \ 8 2 9 
ri of T ile, Tay any Y ve de rig cim, zu- s ww, © that 


He cannot be a pious Perſon, who [ays that the Son is the Su- 


« preme God, De Eccleſ. Theol. lib. r. c. 79. And he adds, that 


Sabellius was excommunicated as a Blaſphemer, for this very 
Aﬀertion. [All which, by the way, clearly ſhews, that. the 
ſingle Paſſage in this Author's Account of the Phrygian Martyrs, 
who are repreſented invocating Chriſt, T in Tevrwy Fw, The 


Supreme God, (Hiſt, Eccleſ. lib. 8.) muſt zeeds have been inter- 


polated with the Word (Chrift,) as being directly) contrary to 


his Whole Writings in a Point which he hath particularly and 
largely conſidered.] Gregory Nyſſen alſo obſerves, that the Title, 
6 ii Teo Te, peculiarly denotes the Perſon of the Father, as 
having no Cauſe of his Subſiſtence, Wiga oliapegds 8c ies x; vanre- | 


ag 
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ces, The Senſe, in which ALL (1) eAntiquity una- 


"he nimoully underſtood This, is, that he made 5. 44. 


= Things as miniftring to the Will, and © execu- 


(1) In the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions, Chriſt is ſaid #eciav Au- 
Brin xc Too rer gos, Toy SME e, lib. 2. cap. 23, to receive 4 
power of Creating from the Father.” Again; that God created 
all Things by Chriff, who did [2 x esd „ obey the Com- 
* ©< mands of the Father; lib. 5. cap.7. Again; & x; 6 were 
= Yeung c vic, 5g eig maITE CaNEETNTCWEG Fob Ne GuTY 3 
> Tareh, 56 Te DM wrgpyicy Ml Ooger, N rg, xaT&AmoY lib. 8. 
cap. 12. Holy alſo is thy only begotten Son, who in all Things 
„ miniſtred to Thee, his God and Father, both in the various 
Creation, and in the providential Preſervation of Things.” And 
= Juſtin Martyr : © That divine Perſon |] who ſaid to Moſes 
that he was the God of Abraham, is not (6 Teinrys Tay d 
Ahe abſolute Maker of the Univerſe, but That Perſon who (1 
= © have ſhown) appeared ro Abraham and Jacob, Ty 7s Tears 
r, oay Sehe Caongeran, miniſtring to the Will of the Maker 
„ of all Things.” Dial. cum Tryph. P. 73. Again: O pw vyog 
= Tomru;, 890; rig go dbl e-, ix Thy urs dub, N ig uw is 
Tocet 70 reibe 6 5 Snwigpyec, Thw The NH ,eh⅜ Mus dra os Ths 
= van tinÞuc, maurer SE To ui b Ne that is properly the 


ſuch © * Maker, being all-ſufficient, makes what he makes, by his own 

t ſent © * Original Power and Authority: But he that is the Framer, ha- 
tiling „ ving received a Power of Framing things out of Matter, puts 
they into Form that which is already made.” Fuſtin ex Platone, 
avs Cohort. ad Grac. p. 22. And Ireneus : Quoniam ipſe præcepit, & 
ofthe cCreata ſunt. Cui ergo præcepit? verbo ſcilicet, qui eſt domi- 
ough aus noſter Jeſus Chriſtus, lib. 3. c. 8. p. 212. He commanded, 
aſtant © 494 they were created, —— — Now to whom did he give the 

s not © © Commandment ? even to his Word, who is our Lord Feſus 
ürms, Chriſt. Again: Omnia autem filius adminiſtrans patri per- 
4 ficit, ab initio uſq; ad finem. lib. 4:c. 14. But the Son, mini- 
e Su- 4 ſtring to the Father, performs all Things from the Beginning 
„ that © £0 lle End.” Clemens Alexandrinus repreſents the Father as 
very © the Supreme Cauſe of all Things, and Lord of him who ig the 
t the © Second Cauſe ; U, y ele reg, ON od TevTE £7/W£TO xa gAnTw 
rty , ee Stromat. lib. 5, p. 58. Me Son is the Second Cauſe, 


The * By whom all Things were made according to the Will of the Fa- 
ther. And Tertullian: Filius viſus eſt ſemper, & filius ope- 


. > ratus eſt ſemper, ex auctoritate Patris & Voluntate, quia fllius 
„and 4 nihil a ſemet ipſo poteſt facere, niſi viderit patrem facientem. 
Tit! e, 2 Adv. Prax. c. 1 9 The Son e ee and the Son al- 
, „ 055 atted, by the Authority and Will of the Father ; becauſe 
into. i= the Son can do nothing of himſelf, but what he ſees the Father 


NU f- 15 
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* ting the Orders," of the Father; 5 as even 
you 
« dg,” And Origen : GT - r A mpurep'/6 750 Ts . vo; 


256 Ted Frod, 6 5 Tewr©- bet ins aro Nbg err 25 &urou* contra 3 


Celſ. lib. 6. p. 308. © The immediate Framer of the Univerſe, is 
** the Sonof God; but the FIRST and SUPREME God 1s his Fa- 
« ther.” Which Paſſage is preſently after thus explained; (upon 


the Words, He commanded and they were created:) Ter per ge- 


MK, Onrggyov 6 ebe T Vw Tod Fe0d A, x. WTTEg5s 6 urs, TW 
vi Ts" 3 rell od Xs, To T200"T £7 62904 TS dig £4UT00 Xo es 


rei- T N00 wey, tia TEWT WG A npuixeryer* ibid. p. 31); © The im- 
meliate Framer, and as it were Builder of the World, is the 


& Word, the Son of God; But the Father of the Word, in that he 
« commanded the Word his Son to make the World, is the Pri- 


% mary Author of it. See allo lib. 2. p. 63 and 79. Hence he 
obſerves, (Comm. in Joh. p. 56.) that though all Things were 


made, di red M678, By or Through the Word, [the term die de- 
noting the Second or miniſiring Cauſe, as he had juſt before ob- 
ſerved, p. 5 5] yet they were not made, « or Tob 208, by him, as 
the Original Or Firſt Cauſe, G v0 x2ti7lovos Xue us rer ęꝶ 


T aeyor re ay. e- e- ru 1 6 T&Typ; * but they were 


« made by one who is more excellent and greater than the Word ; 

« And who can this be, but the Father? Therefore preſently af 
ter, he argues that the Father is properly the Creator; and the 
Word i IS, The miniſterial A gent : Avrod a4 | eee our Or, rig O- 


11 — Wade Tod Onwizgon erꝭ war©@> 6 %-, Toy e 


x&|£0 vel J 


2yE£TEAWTO ag o f beds Ta TewTOTo XD 2 


cn x g, 30h i xrich cv p. 61. Another, iz. the Father, 


„made all Things, by the Operation of the Mord; who, be- 
* ng the Miniſter of the Creator, formed the World; 'For 
« theUnbegotten God gave his Command to the firſt-born of every 
Creature, and all Things were created,” And the Fathers of 
the Council of Antioch againſt Paul of Samoſata: Ledro, rie i. 
o Ty TW Tere 4 017%. PETER ν,uνuοαα To arg S gg 
Thu urig To . e believe that He, having been always 
« with the Father, fulfilled his Father's Will in creating the Uni- 
90 verſe.” And your Hippolytus: rar VT EAST 24, . donors 
At 0 Nee A, n, 0 5 UT US) 0406, 79 3 TWETiCoy & 4 . 
£y Tyiumnz cont. Noet. p. 15, 16; "6 The Father gives Command, 
& the Word performs it. — For tis 50 Father who commands, 
i the Son who obeys, and the Holy Ghoſl that compleats [the 
66 Work of Creation.” | Hence he lays, the Father made Things, 
65 HEARTS * according to his own Hill; and begat the Word, 
$[Y@Tiy TAY uu, © theWorkman| Or Builder ]of Tho Things that 
„ Were made.” Hence Theophilus ſtiles the Word, burg ra 


vr dre | Tod de ] Ji αονν xa e crù led TU TUYT TETOUNKE! 


Fad Autolyc. p. 81.) © the Miniſterial Framer of thoſe Thing 


 & which were hard by God che Original and Supreme _ ] 
« ay 
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acknowledge. 


Qu. II. Of the Unity of Cod. 
you yourſelf, very 7zcon/i/tently, cannot but 


You 


* and BY Him did God make all Things.” Hence Tertullian 


calls the Word, Miniſtrum & Arbitrum Rectoris. adv. Her mog. 
P. 236; The Miniſter and Mediate Agent of the Governour of 
« the Univerſe.” And Novatian: Non alium oſtendit tunc ad- 
fuiſſe Deo, cui præciperentur hæc opera ut fierent; niſi eum 
per quem facta ſunt omnia, & ſine quo factum eſt nihil. De 


ITrinit. c. 25; He [Moles] does not mention any other Perſon 
then 22 with God, to whom he might give Commandment 
6: 4e for 7 

all Things were made, and without whom nothing was made. 


e making of theſe Works, but Him BY (or through) whom 


And Euſebius, (upon the Words, He commanded and they were 
created:) Tow 1 e A roi r 6v dg &y Tay ipugv% H 
G „ ιν⏑ιτννενν rg α TUATTOTH, Toy 5 6 geureęeboy ce F805 V, xx 
£75209 Tov ces voy ZHQUT TOES) reis FATAL £77 £0 W Ons 


Vodyræ : Eccleſ. Hiſt. lib. t. p.3; © The Pſalmiſt introduces the 


Flasher and Maker of all Things, as an atſolute Sovereign ſe GR 


31 
3 
RR 
+I 


« forth his Imperial Commands; but the Word of God, the ſame 
& Perſon who is preached amongſt us Chriſtians, he introduces as 
& Second to him,” | dkorigen G, © the Second Cauſe of all Things,” 
as he had juſt before ſaid,] ** fulfilling the Father's Commands. 
See Demonſt. Evang. lib. 4. C.4. p. 149. and c. 10, p. 164. Hence 
he obſerves that the Word or Son, treg0; wy ved Twrg%, drug ee 
mw &uT0d, ws, ET XEASVO Es 0 weiga©>, QuTay hi, Dem. 
Evang. lib. 5. c. 5. p. 229, © being a diſtinct Perſon, was the 
&« Miniſter of the Father; and ſo made things at the Command 
& of a Superiour.” And again; (upon theſe Words, he was the 
Light that lightens every Man that cometh into the World; ) He 
ſays, that the Word “ js not be Tay Y d the. Su- 
« preme God of the Univerſe : For He is Light inacceſſible; Where- 
& as This ſviz. the Word] was in the World, — But yet (he 
* adds) the World was made by this Light; Tod ugurro®», 


\ / 


d — — e w — * 
ohh red TaTR2%, Iz red ved d d uE, (De Eccleſ. Theol, 


4 lib. 1. c. 20,) © the Father, who is Supreme, mating the Univerſe 
= © BI the Son. Hence he concludes, in like manner as Ori- 
gen had done, that the Father only is properly and [triftly the 


. * — c / as. 
Creator: nr d aured £1 were, Ap wi ir em oN, cured + Bee 
N ot 7 


1 1 &/ \ "ms: of, \ \ > , 
2 n%onoawis:' wr tree Cart Toy leo TW! Aw), TY d Tod S, 
: 7 c / 7 


vs 7% 7uvT% eg . Wy $7 WG £X0vTWv, pace dance KM, TOY 
Fro 8114109 V0 705 Evaryy ENG, pon Toy £74 UYTWY £0 380), wndl, 
GUT Tv T7 r iper, TW.5 rr e dh Eccleſ. Theol. lib. 2, 
C. 14; © All Things were made BY {or Through) the Word; 
„Another being the [original | Maker, and He the Miniſterial 
Agent. So that we muſt needs look unto Another, who is the 
56 [ abſolute] Maker of the Univerſe, having made all Things BY 

a C3 ER Hun 


2. 247. 


Op the Unity of Cod. 


You proceed: Chriſt is * worſhipped by the q 


„Angels.“ That is; He is commanaed by the 


Father to be worſhipped of the Angels. G0 


has highly exalted him, and grven him a Name © 
above every Name, that at the Name of Je- 


ſus every Knee ſhould bow, of Things in HE A- 
VEN, and Things in Earth: Phil. 2,10. Again, 


when he bringeth in, or, when he bringeth F 
_ again (from the Dead, Col. 1, 18. Rev. 1, 5. 
Acts 13, 33.) the firſt begotten into the World, 


he ſaith, and let all the eAngels of God wor- 


| ſhip him, Heb. 1, 6. And accordingly we 


read, Rev. 5, 11, 12, The Angels ſaid, Wor- 
thy is the Lamb that was ſlain, to receive Ho- 


nour and Glory and Bleſſing. Is This the 


Worſhip of the One Supreme God; of Him 
who, without any Command of the Father, 
had originally all the ſame Right to all the 
ſame Worſhip as the Father himſelf had? And 
will you from hence inferr, that there is No 

| &« diſtinction 
« Him whom [John 1. 1.] the Evangeliſt ftiles God. Whish 


* Things being ſo; we cannot but confeſs that He, whom the 
« Evangeliſt here ſtiles God, is not the Supreme God, nor the 


% Father, but his only begotten Son.” And Baſil himſelf owns 
the Father to be Tgoxautaprrun dur Tay ef, the origi- 


« nal Cauſe of all things, and Ovp, Te vv, the Son the 


operating Cauſe :” Adding; Let ne Man think that I'main- 


& tain Tp rivers s des cee that there are three Original 


« Subſeftences,” but that there are Three in a Subordination, viz. 
Toy pes cb UTE A, 763 M, yore Loyer, © the Lord who com- 
„% mands, the Jord who operates, &c.” De Sp. Sanc. c. 16. Laſtly, 
the Orthodox Council of Sirius, againſt Photinus who deny d 
the Divinity of Chriſt ; tic Li wy Foy Tey Xp pc dioy red 
S200 OT 8p NXATE TW re ts Thi) Tav OAwy Onpigp'/ie pn opuonroyeiys 
ercbeguc www Socrat. Hiſt, Eccleſ. lib. 2. c. 25; explain'd by Hil. 


P. 230, 231; © If any one who ſays that Chriſt is God exiſting be- 


gore the World, does not withal confeſs that he is the Son of God, 
« who miniſtred to the Father in the Creation of the Untverſe ; 
« ler him be Auathema.” See more, below, on Qu. Ill. 
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Ia. n. Of the Unityof C. 23 
% dſiſtinction of Worſhip, (1) Mediate and 


Ultimate, ever iutimated, in Scripture or 
Antiquity? 3 
Neither have you proved therefore, (which 


is your zext Aſſertion,) that Chriſt is the ſame 
„ Supreme Goa” with the Father. Nor in- 5. 5. 
= 84 deed, 

2 i . N 

. (1) Aννννν d, Neon FavTK 2g ropa Be Ave brei peu, Top oy 


Too xvpis du, cv TH Tavayia Ty ware Apoſt. Conſtitut. lib. 6. 


/ 3 . Br 356 ot RuTY pgyev iBHy x Y νν, ON Inc ed Apis e 
2 i 
2 c. 14. Ne make known to you, that there is but One only God 


a # © Almighty, beſides whom there is no other; and that you are 

= © 70 adore and worſhip Him only, through Jeſus Chrift our Lord, 
e in the Holy Ghoſt,” And Fuftin Martyr : © There are no Na- 
= 1 4 fions u pon Earth, # olg ven dice 7% ovonar©> 78 grupo S- 


2 Inc wy 5 ed xepis ai TH Hαν,ẽ e reine TaY aw peil, (Dial. P. 
112.) © in which Prayers and Thankſgivings are not put up to the 
1 © Father and Maker of all Things, through the Name of Jeſus who 

* & was crucifyed.” Again, STO Auf, aivo 2 DL oty Ta rare 
, Tay O, dic TE br.. T3 vis g Ts nwpar®» Th dis, wa- 
tue. * The Miniſter taking the Bread and the Cup] gives 
| 7 © Praiſe and Glory to the Father of all, Through the Name of 

* © rhe Son, and thro the Holy Ghoſt.” Apol. 2. P. 161. And 
4 again; ins 7&0; 5 os TporPrpopribee, d Toy Tomrw Tan d- 
; if ry, dice Tr vis d urg, Ines pied, 9 Obe y eαœãꝰã! O Ty «ys Ibid. 
P. 162; In all our Oblations, we bleſs the Maker of all Things, 
, * thro' his Son Jeſus Chriſt, and thro' the Holy Ghoſt.” And 
> => renews, in his moſt ſolemn and memorable Prayer: Ego igi- 
> tur invoco te, domine Deus Abraham, pater Domini no- 
. = 


{tri Jeſu Chriſti : qui es ſolus & verus deus, ſuper quem 


alius deus non eſt, yer dominum noftrum Jeſum Chriſtum, &c. 


* adv. Her. lib. 3. c. G. P.209; © I call upon Thee, O Lord, the 


6 6God of Abraham, the Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt : who 
p 3 * art the only and True God, above whom there is no other God; 
„through our Lord Jeſus Chriſt,” And Tertull. Dicimus, & pa- 

lam dicimus, & vobis torquentibus vociferamur; De- 


um colimus per Chriſtum. Ad Scap. Origen lays it down for 
the Rule of Prayer; © char we ought not to pray to any of thoſe 
= * Things which were made,” s dur TW xpisg, WANG gho0u6h 
= 7s 3:9 Tay uy e TATA, w 3, dure & EwTHp hav TPeTNtTO, Gs 
= rmporaupeliurdx, Nor to Chriſt himſelf [ meaning ultimately ;] 
& but only to the God and Father of all, to whom our Saviour 

* himſelf prayed, as I obſerved before.” Adding; When bs 

ts reacheth us to pray, he teatheth us to pray, not to himſelf, but 

e 


1 9 ' WW * A 
">. 
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24 bf the Unity of Cod. 
deed, when you come to explain your ſelf, do 

you yourſelf in reality (though you gay i b 

ally uſe that Language) make him to be the 
ſame Supreme God, but another Supreme God 
2. 391. inſeparable and undivided from the Father in 
+ Subſtance, Diſtin& Lives and active Powers, 
4 I. e. diſtin Living Agents, however ſuppoſed | 
e 189 . 


— — üäà———¹j̃ — — 


| & to the Father, ſaying, Our Father which art in Heaven. Af- 
ter which, he explains himſelf more particularly; A roww, 
rpc euren file! TW Heß Thi r h FUTEL GANG pan xe. TH f- 
KEEP io: —£0X,G{65EVTE5 vy of aries CN THis FAT nal iavray Y 
: N, dic Apis Inos Kapras ouonoyevrt; era © ſay therefore, 
| ©. wwe ought to pray to God only, who is the Father of all; but 
| „% yet not without our High "Prieſt: The Saints therefore in 
their Prayers, give Thanks to God through Jeſus Chriſt;” 
Dl wr P. 48, 49. And for This, he alledges John 16. 24. 
with this Remark, 8 Fo ett, c i tus, dk cr, Tov cer ic 
dar dg, GAN zd T6 dανe nr TOY rrerr iper, de. du, Cv TW c , 3 
Ibid. For he did not ſay, ask Me; nor did he ſay only, ask 8 
„ the Father,” [without any Mediator ; ] © bar, if ye ſhall ask 
« the Father any Thing in my Name, he will give it you,” A- 
greeably to this Account, he elſewhere ſays, that “ all Suppli- 
* cation, Prayer, Interceſſion and Thankſgiving, is to be offer d, 
Ta #7; Tan Os, bY” 78 7% TAYTWY GY EAWY dN ννε, fpun/uxts Ns - 
e gig . dne h 5% BUTS H NY B,—— £4) du x 
© rei Tporeux;ns vuplo fes N xaTaxpITr;, (adv. Cell. lib.5,P.233,) 
« to the one Supreme God, thro' the High Prieſt who is above all © 
« Angels, the living Word and God: We' may alſo pray to the 
% Word himſelf, 1f we can underſtand the difference betwixt Pray. = 
er in a proper, and Prayer in an improper or figurative Senſe,” | 
i. e. between Worſhip Ulzimate and Mediate : Whick® he ex- 
plains at large, IIb. 8. P. 386. And theſe Paſſages are highly ap- 
proved by the Learned Bp. Bull, Defenſ. Sect. 2. c. 9. S. 15. And 
Cyprian: Aliter orare quam [Chriſtus] docuit, non ignorann 
tia ſola eſt, ſed & culpa; quando ipſe poſuerit & dixerit; reji- 
Citis mandatum dei, ut traditionem veſtram ſtatuatis: De Orat. I 
Dominica: P. 139, To pray otherwiſe than Chriſt has taught, 2 
«© ig not only Ignorance, but a Fault: Since he hath ſaid; ye re- 1 
& jet the Commandment of God, that ye may eftabliſh your own 
© Tradition,” And Athanaſius himſelf; woves 5 6 drug $245 oy 
To evo wer Ing h, Ts xUehs 2h po KwwaATaH : Ihe true 
« God alone is worſhipped, in the Name of Jeſus Chriſt our Lord.” 
Orat. 2. contr. Arlanos. P. 349. See more, below on Se- 
ry XVII. | | po 
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du. II. Of the Unity of Cod. 2 
iaſeparable in Subſtance, are (till, if equally Su- 
43 INE in Authority, as truly diſtinct Supreme 

BF Gods, as if they exiſted in different Sub dl ANCES.s ; 

2 Two Supreme Gods, undivided in Subſtance, 

are ſtill Two Individuals, Two Agents, Two 

Supreme Gods. Inſeparableneſs of Subſtance 

therefore, without Identicalneſs of Life, will 

not make Two Agents be the ſame God. And 

if there be an Identicalneſs or Sameneſs of 

Life, then they are no longer Two Agents, 

nor can there be Any either Equality or Sub- 

or dination. The ſame Living God therefore, , 

Z neceſſarily ſignifies the ſame individual Living 

intelligent Agent. And this is the only Signifi- 

cation (as I think you your ſelf allow) of the 

Word Perſon. The Term Gd therefore, is a Per- 

ſonal Word. And the Texts of Iſalab expreſsly 

and neceſſarily prove that Chriſt is the ſame 

Perſon, if he is not excluded from being what 

the Perſon There D and ſaying, Tam 

the Lord, beſides ME there is no God,” de- 

2 clares Himſelf Alone to be. This I inſiſt up- 
n; and unleſs you can reply to This, all 
Other Things are to no purpoſe. 

> You repeat the ſame Qz:bble again in the 

= ſame Page, and ask, « Wyo pretenas that the 

Son is the ſame Perſon with the Father?” P. J. 

The Azſwer is: He who affirms him to be 
individually the ſame Living Supreme Gad. 

2 You add: All we aſſert, is, that he is the ſame 
Supreme God, i. e. Partaker of the ſame 

d uadivided GODHEAD.” But this is not 
being the ſame Sufreme God, unleſs he be the 
ame Living intelligent Agent, For nothing 
þ | | | * can 


| 
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Of the Unity of Cod. 


can be the SAME with Another, without 


over inſeparably undivided in Subſtance, would 
not be ever the leſs Iwo Rings. Your No- 


tion therefore, as far as I can apprehend, is 
nothing elſe but, under the Cover of Sabel- 
lian Terms, really Trithe:ſm in Senſe. See 


below, on Qu. XXIX. . 
You allow the Texts, which I brought, do 


indeed prove that the Father is the God of 
* the Jews, the God of Avraham, &c. But 


you add; © How does it appear that the Son 


« was not? J anſwer: Very plainly, from 


the Texts themſelves; The Apoſtle tells us, 
Acts 3, 13, that the God of Abraham, — the 


God of our Fathers, hath Glorified HIS SON + 
JESUS. Is not the having a Son, a diſtin- 


guiſhing Character of the Perſon of the Fa- 


ther ONLY? Can the Son then of the God of 
Abraham, be himſelf That God of Abraham 


who glorified HIS Sou? Or can the One 
Supreme God be exalted or GLORIFIED by 
another? Or is it not true, what St. Paul 
ſays, without all Contradiction the Leſs is 
bleſſed of the Greater, Heb. 7,7? - | 
You allow further, that «© the Father 7s 


& ſometimes ſtyled The Only True God, 


“ which is all that the Texts (John 17, 3. 
* 1Cor. 8, 6; Epheſ. 4, 6 z) prove.” But I 


&« have not (you think) ſhown that be is ſo 
« called in oppoſition to the Son, or excluſive 


« of Him.” That is: The Father, when 
. (K* 


being every thing that That Other is. Two 3 
co-ordinate Kings, having the ſame undivided ® 
Supreme Royalty, and ſuppoſing them more- 
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Qu. II. 07 the Unity of Cod. 


Jexpreſoh diftinguiſhed from the Son, (as he is 
in the moſt expreſs Words in each of theſe 
Texts,) is ſtill both Father and Son. But 
vou add ; “ It may ſignify, that the Father is 
% Primarily, not Excluſively, The only true 
„ God.” What theſe Words mean, © PRI- 
„ MARILTtheONLT True God,” J underſtand 
not. Can any one be Secondarily the ONLY 
True God? When One Perſon is in Any reſpeCt 


declared to be The Only, &c. he muſt needs 
be fo, Excluſively of all others in That Senſe 
2 wherein he is declared to be The Ozly, &c. 


Otherwiſe there is no Certaint) or Uſe in 
Language. Beſides : Our Lord, at the ſame 


= Time that he declared the Father to be The 


Only True God, Joh. 17, 3; expreſsly diſtin- 
guiſhes Himſelf by Another Character, ad- 


ding, Aud Jeſus Chriſt whom Thou baſt SENT. 
The Text, paraphraſed according to Your 


Notion, will be; This is Life Eternal, 


| to know Thee, (the Father, ver. 1,) the On- 
ly True God; and Jeſus Chriſt (the fame On- 


ly True God) whom thou haſt SFNT. Nor 
is there Here any Room for the Diſt inct ion 
of Chriſt's divize and humane Nature: Be- 
cauſe *tis certain that The Word, even the 
Divine Perſon, was SENI; according to ma- 


ny expreſs Texts. God (1) SENT his only 


begot- 


(1) Juſtin Martyr ſays, ' Avri; 0 Tayroxpeurup x, TEYTOLTIC IG Y opet 

TO 2065 QUT Tov rtr 2 ego ray d Tpo 185 
drig ein, Epiſt. ad Diogn. * The Supreme Lord and Creator of 
all Things, the inviſible God, —— SENT unto Men no leſs a 
© Perſon than the Framer of all Things.” And Theophilus ; 
9706 81 wy 6 Ann, g On di rip. ener Wy g 6 Ter 
5 93 0 
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28 Of the Unity of Cold. 
begotten Son into the World, 1 John 4, 9. 1 

came down from Heaven, not to do mine οt 

Will, but the Will of him that SENT me, 

John 6, 38. And the Church evidently Thus 
| Collea Underſtands it. © eAlmighty God, who boaſt 
| for 6h ** SENT thy Son — IO take upon him our 
| Tens, and“ Fleſh :> And, “/ ho haſt GIVEN us thy only ® 


on chr begotten Son, TO take our Nature upon 
mas-Day. 66 him? | | Ee | | 


Again : 


3 Tay o TL ur &5 ru Toro, P. 130. „The Word being 
God, and Son of God; the Father of all SENDS him any 
er where, when he pleaſeth. And Origen; inimO0n w Nees Ne- 
OO, x.a00 10 5 iIpeg, Tor fl , Adv. Cel. lib. 3. p. 149, © God 
| % the Word was SENT as a Phyſician unto Sinners.” Cyprian 
| in like manner, ſpeaking concerning the Holy Ghoſt: Si poteſt 
= -.: apud Hzreticos baptizatus Chriſtum induere, multo magis po- 
teſt ſpiritum ſanctum, quem Chriſtus miſit, accipere: Cæterùm 
major erit mittente, qui miſſus eſt. Epiſt. ad Pomp. p. 2133 
f he that is baptized amongſt Hereticks can put on Chriſt, much 
< more may he receive the Holy Ghoſt whom Chriſt SENT; O- 
«© therwiſe he that is SENT, will be greater than he that ſent 
„% him. And Novatian: Miſſum præterea ſe ipſe- dicit, ut 
per hanc obedientiam qui venit dominus Chriftus miſſus, non 
Pater, ſed filius probetur; qui miſiſſet utique, fi pater fuiſſet: Miſ- 
ſus autem non fuit pater, ne Pater ſubditus alteri Deo, dum 
mittitur, probaretur: De Trinit. c 22, Moreover our Lord de- 
« clares that he was SENT; that by this Inſtance of Obedience, 
which Chriſt the Lord ſhowed in coming when he was ſent, he 
might appear to be, not the Father, but the Son; who would 
certainly have been the Sender, had he been the Father : But 
the Father was not SENT, leſt, by being SENT, he ſhould ap- 
« pear to be ſubjett to another God.” And Euſebius; Ter 
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—— — — * — 2 
. — . - 


. ͤ ˙ 
=” 
A 


MTV eis o/vaow 23G de-, oi YO0 BTW) Eerie, , 
larſꝰ, ge TS u % exeoarmay, Prep. Evang. lib. J. c. 12. 
p. 321. © He was made known to all Men, being SENT by One 
„ who is GREATER than himſelf, as the Healer of the Sick, and 
« Phyſician of Souls,” And again; To 2% bre © ing Tod 
ps ccpis noi, is TOY Ty 1e H GE AEYEL, £0UTON 5 r RA 
Ya, Eccleſ. Theol. lib. 2. c. 7. He (howed the Supereminen- 


= « —_— 
z Pas 
— 


i c of the Father's Glory, in ſaying that He SENT him, and 
= -- « that be himſelf was ſent.” The Poſt-Nicenes themſelves in 
. Conformity to the antient Language of the Church, always ac 


kno We 


kd „% — O Mi. Md. ok. 


Again: The Son is in the moſt expreſs 


2 Woras excluded, 1 Cor. 8, 6. Where the 
2 Apoſtle argues, that whereas the Heather 
had, in their fictitious Theology, Man)Gods 
Di Majores,) and Many Lords (Heroes or Dit 


| medioxumi ;) on the contrary We Chriſtians 


have in our True Theology, but Ore God, 


| [not Ore God-the-Father, in oppoſition to Ma- 
u) God-the-Fathers ; but in oppoſition to Ma- 
1) Gods, we have One God, viz.) the Father, 


1 knowledged the Superiority. of the Father in this ReſpeR. The 


Council of Sirmium; . w u cb TOY Le TS c, GAN 
dle Ti api. lr v ty Tama ww BRAN TS THlpes, 
Socrat. Hiſt. lib. 2. HEilary's Interpretation of this Paſſage, is; 


Non enim exæquamus vel comparamus filium patri, ſed ſub- 


jectum intelligimus: “ We do not make the Son Equal or com- 
« pare him to the Father, but anderſtand him to be ſubject to the 


Father: For he deſcended into a humane Body, by the Will of 


the Father.” And he paraphraſeth it he In eo qui- 
dem maxime non comparatur, nec coæquatur filius patri, dum 
ſubditus per obedientiz obſequelam eſt, dum mittitur, 


dum accipit, dum in omnibus voluntati ejus, qui ſe miſit, ob- 


ſequitur. 


Deus unus eſt; & ſubjectio filii docetur & dignitas, 


u This Reſpett eſpecially, the Son is not compared or equal to 
« the Father; in that he is by entire Obedience ſubject to him, 
6c that he is SENT, that he receives all from him, and 
& that in all Things he obeys the Will of him that SENThim: 


« Hence there is but One God; And both the Subjection and Dignity 


* of the Son, is declared to us; he being in Obedience, as 


* 2pell as in Name, ſubject to the Father. Again: Quis Pa- 


trem non potiorem confitebitur, ut-ingenitum a genito, ut pa- 


trem à filio, ut eum qui miſerit ab eo qui miſſus eſt, ut vo- 


lentem ab ipſo qui obediat; ut ipſe nobis teſtis eſt, pater major 


ane eſt? De Trinit. lib. 3. Who will not acknowledge the Fa- 


*© ther to be GREATER; as He that is unbegotten, than he 
* that is begotten; as a Father, than a Son; as he that SENT, 
„ than he that is SENT; as he that commands, than he that 
« obeys? According as he himſelf teſtifies in That Saying, my 
* Father is GREATER than I. Again; Qui mittit, poteſta- 
tem in eo quod mittit, oftendit, lib. S8. He that ſends, 
does thereby ſhow his Power,” | over him whom he fends.] 


- 
" 
% * 
. 


ut fit patri & obſequio ſubjectus & nomine, P. 234. 
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. 8. 


Of the Unity of God. y 


OF whom (as the firſt unoriginate and inde- 
| pendent Cauſe) are all Things ; And | we have! 
One Lord, viz, Jeſus Chriſt, One Mediator, 
1 Tim. 2, 5,) BY [or through] whom (ass 
the Miniſterial Cauſe) are all Things, and 
We by (or through) him, [both Are, and have 
_ Acceſs to the Father, Epheſ. 2, 18; Rom. 5, 2] 
I wonder you ſhould not here ſee, that if the 
One Lord is included in the One God, the 
whole Reaſoning of the Apoſtle is quite taken 


away. 8 REI 
Lou add: © Tt ig very certain that the 


« Perſon of the Father is (in theſe Texts, 


NE # FE PX 
3 
. S 44 


9 John 17, 3. 1 Cor. 8, 6. and Eph, 45 6. | di- } 
« ſtinguiſhed from the Perſon of the Son, be- 


e cauſe they are diſtinftly NAMED ;, and you 


6 may make what Uſe you pleaſe of the Ohb- F 


« ſervation, againſt the Sabellians, who make 


« but one Perſon of Two.” I anſwer : The 
Perſons of the Father and of the Son are here 
not only diſtiuctly NAMED, but named with 3 
peculiar and diſtinguiſhing Characters: The 
God, OF whom are all things; and the Lord, 
BT whom are all things. The Sabellian No- * 


tion is, that God is [pia vnipaos - 
owe; | One Subſiſtence diſtinguiſhed by three 
nominal perſonal Characters. Againſt This 
the Primitive Writers argued, that the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghoſt, were not only diſt inctly 
named, but alſo repreſented by ſuch Proper 
Real diſtinet Characters, as ſhowed them to 
be Real Diſtinet Living Agents. And they 
cleared themſelves from the Charge of Tri- 


theiſm, by maintaining that, of the Three 
w Perſons | 


vw 
1 


9  W "Is Ws, een > 5 QQ 


au. 11. Of the Unity of God 
T Perſons (what Notion ſoever they entertained 
concerning their Subſtance,) ONE Only was 
the Fir/t, the anoriginate, the eAbſolute. Cauſe 
of all Things, and ALONE Supreme in Au- 
thority and Dominion over All. According 


to that Obſervation of the Learned Biſhop 


Pearſon: © IF there were more than One 


« which were from None, it could not be denied 


„ hut there were more Gods than One : Where- 
fore This Origination in the Divine Pa- 
( ternitr, hath Antiently been looÞd upon 
„„ as the Aſertion of the Unity.” Expoſ. 
on the Creed, Edition Fourth, Page 40. 


Thus (1) Qrigen, (2) Novatian, and 


JF 8 ung pot u u 351. Adv. Celſ. lib. 8. P. 388. * We do not 


2 2 


= © ſay the Son is more powerful, but that he is leſs powerful, than the 
Father; And this we ſay, on Aſſurance of the Truth of his own 


* Words, My Father that SENT me, is GREATER than 1.” 
(2) Ideo & Unus pronunciatus eſt, dum Parem non habet. 


De Trinit.c. 4. Therefore he [the Father] is declared to be the 


One God, as having no Equal. The Paſſage of Tertullian, 


| 1 * (which has been often cited as contrary to This ;) Adv. Prax, 


c. 7. Exinde eum Parem ſibi faciens, de quo procedendo filius fa- 
ckus eſt; is moſt manifeſtly corrupt. For the Word, faciens, 
referring not to the Father, but to the Son, undeniably ſhows 
that the True Reading is, PATREM — ) Eu- 

| 1) Eu- 


- = 


** 
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Of the Unity of Cod. 


(x ) Enſebius argue. And they brought for 
Proof, many of the ſame Texts which I have 
brought againſt Ie. 5 3 


(1) Euſebius ſays; cud 9s eg @varyxn MDD, Tw Tre; Oo in. 

/ 3 N Ke 5 = » N\ is 

gore, THwvTHE 8 oo (orig; tur; onGome%a, v0 4 dndtyvp- 
\ \ x / / F 


xv * GN EVVHT86* GANG Witty E 22 0%y wht ov Lt Qavcapxev, Jo] epory 


| os nul, xa ape Tow Telips ue H m. Eccleſ. Theol. lib. 2. 9 
c. 7. ** It # not neceſſary that he who ſuppoſes two diſtinet 
« Subſiſtences, ſhould make Two Gods; For we do not ſuppoſe te 


« Two to be EQUAL IN HONOUR, nor that they are both of 


sc them unoriginate and unbegotten ; but that the one is unoriginate 


ic. and unbego:ten, the other begotten and derived from the Fa- 


« ther as his Original.” Again: & yup Oo aywnre, v0: do avap- - 


Nes, vo db Se g rer, yr UT BpEE ay ou wotg EXNGAR; tiooryer ON 
80 ds Nesse lib. 2. c. 23. © The Church does not introduce two 
Unbegotten nor two Unoriginated Beings, nor two Subſtances 
equal and Co-ordinate to each other; and therefore not two 
% Gods. Again: 1f they are afraid we ſhould introduce Two 
« Gods, let them know, that though,we do indeed confeſs that 
« the Son is God, yet there is (abſolutely) but One only God; 
« even He who Alone is unoriginated and unbegotten, who has 

his Divinity peculiarly of Himſelf, and is the Cauſe both of 


« the Son's Being, and of his being what he is: By whom the 3 
Som himſelf onſet that be ler: ſaying expreſly, Ulve bythe 


« Father, So that there being but one Original, and one Head, how 


can there be Two Gods? Is not He Alone the One God, who © 
t has no Superiour, wo Cauſe af his Exiſtence ; but poſſeſſeth, of 


« Himſelf, an unoriginated and unbegotten Monarchical Power 
« and Divinity; and communicates to the Son, of his Divinity 


« and Life? Whom he the Son} teacheth us to efteem the On- I 


« ly True God, and confeſſeth to be Greater than himſelf, &c. 
lib. 1. c. 11. And in numberleſs Places he declares the Father 


only to be the One Supreme God. And Tertwllian expreſsly founds 
the Monarchy of God in This, that there is but One Original 


of Power : Se proinde illius eſſe principaliter, à quo communi- 


catur in Filium; & dum illius eft, proinde Monarchiam eſſe: 


« He therefore principally has the Government, from whom it is 


t communicated to the Son: And ſo long as it is HIS, it is ſtill 
„ 4 Monarchy. And the Monarchy can no more be divided or 


e deftroyed by being adminiſtred by the Son, to whom it is given 
« by the Father, and who does nothing but by the Will of the 


« Father; than if it had been adminiſtred by a Legion of Angels.” 


Adv. Prax. c. 3. 4. See alſo Lactantius, lib, 4. c. 29. 


But 


Ia. II. Of the Unity of God, 33 
” B But to proceed. You alledge Novatian, up-?: 9: 
eon Job. 17, 3, © applying the Title of the On- 
„/ True God, to Both” (Father and Son ) 

„ Which, you ſay, may deſerve” my 

F< Notice.” Here you are ſo fair as to pro- 

„ duce the Author's Words; which are a direct 


Evidence of your quite miſrepreſenting his 
1 Senſe. Novatian ſays; (c. 24.) Why did our 
Lord add theſe Words, * eAnd Feſus Chriſt 
doom thou haſt Sent,” unleſs be intended it 
1 be underſtood that He Himſelf alſo was God? 
» Had Novatian ſaid; not, (as he does,) ſe eti- 
„am Deum, that © Chriſt Himſelf alſo was 
„ God, (in oppoſition to his being a mere 
„ Man, according to the Deſign of the whole 
Chapter ;) but, Se etiam Unicum illum verum 
„ Deum, that“ He himſelf alſo was That Only 


'* © © True God; it would indeed have © deſer- 
2 © ved Notice.” But now on the contrary, 
„ the Thing which truly © deſerves Notice,” is, 
that you {hould thus alledge an Author as de- 
claring for you, the whole Deſien of whoſe 
Book throughout, is molt full and plain againſt 
„ This very Notion. A little before, in the 
2 224 Chapter He aſſerts that the Son is (1) 7#- 
> ferior in Authority % the Father, as being 
.: Þ ſanctifyed by him; and that his being (2) 
* Þ ſent by the Father, ſhews that he is Obedient 
„ and Subject to him. And in the 24th Chapter, 


„ 1 100 Dum ergo accipit Sanctiſfcationem à Patre, minor patre 


(2) Miſſum prætereà ſe eſſe dicit, ut per hanc Obedientiam; 

| qua venit dominus Chriſtus iſſis, non Pater ſed filius probe- 

xn A E— miſſus autem non fuit pater, ne pater ſubditus alteri 
Deo, dum mittitur, probaretur. | Ty 
D m 
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Paſſage you cite, he again ſhows his Senſe 


Conſequence of the Reaſon which he gives 


of Chrift what he ſhould ſay, John 16, 14, 6c, L I 
Since therefore Chriſt in like manner fee 


by the lame Argument be infer/ivr in Autho- 
rity to the Father. Laſtly, Ch. 31, He ex- 


at large through the whole Chapter, that 


Of the Unity of Cod.. 
in an Argument immediately preceeding the Up? 


a 


that the Father is Greater than the Son, in 


why the Son is Greater than the (1) Holy 
Ghoſt, viz. becauſe the Holy Spirit Receiv'd Rx 


not hing of Himſelf, but received from the Fa- 
ther a Commandment, what he ſhould ſay, and F 
what pe ſhould ſpeak, John 12, 49; he muſt F 


preſsly aſſerts again, that the Son, in con- 
tequence of not being unoriginate, 7s (2) infe- ; 
rior in Authority to the Father. And argues 


there would neceſſarily be Two Gods, if the 
Son were (3) * with the Father: And 
that the Father, being (4) alone unoriginate, 


(1) A Chriſto accepit (paracletus) quæ nunciet; majcr ergo Þ 
jam paracleto Chriſtus eſt; quoniam nec paracletus à Chritto R 
acciperet, niſi minor Chriſto eſſet. | | | —_ 

(2) Simul ut hic minor ſit. paternz yoluntatis iniſtrum. 

(3) Aquales inventi, duos Deos meritò reddidiſſent — Par 
expreſſus, duos comprobaſſet & Deos. Again: Cujus fic Divi- 
nitas traditur, ut non aut Diſſonantia aut Cinæqualitate: So the 
Copizs: But the Senſe of the whole Chapter evidently ſhows 
that the Author writ] Æqualitate divinitatis, duos Deos reddi- Wu 
diſſe videatur. © Whoſe Divinity is declared in ſuch a manner, 
* 4s uot to make Two Gods, either by a Diſagreement or Equa- "| 
* lity of Divinity. | | 5 4 

(4) Solus Originem neſciens, inviſibilis, immenſus, immor- A 
talis, æternus, Unus Deus; cujus neq; maguitudini, neq; Maje- W 
flati, neq; Virtuti quicquam non dixerim præferri, ſed nec con- 
parari potelt, ——Unus eſt ommium rerum & principium & 


caput, idcirco unu m Deum aflerntt z — filius autem nibil i 
C | cx 


Qu. II. Of the Unity of Cod. 
visible, indomprebenſile and the Head and 
e Original of the Son himſelf who in all Things 
1 Wbeys his Will; is therefore Alone The One 
s Cd, of peerleſs Majeſty and Greatneſs, Nor 
„s there any One Antient Writer, who under- 
1 Wands this Text otherwiſe than I do; or that 
- Ever applies this Title, The Ozly true God, to 
„e the Son. Origen (1) directly argues from This 
ext, that Chriſt is not The one Supreme God; 
„ put (9%) a ſubordinate divine Perſon , as he 
ſt Explains himſelf at large. And he calls. 
the Divinity which is in Chriſt, the Image 
„ F of THE TRUE Divinity: H e avro Jeb rus, 
1 / Þ G Oes rr. Euſebius (2) ſays, 
. hat © the only begotten Son of God hath ex- 
F horted us (in his Prayer) to confeſs his 
F Father to be The Only True God, and to wor- 
1c F ſhip Him alone.” And again (3) Our 
Lord very piouſiy calls his Father The Only 
True God, appropriating juſt Honour to the 
unbegotten Nature; of which, the divine 
F Oracles teach us, He himſelf is the Image 
go F and Offsſpring,? Once more: From This 
ito 8 


D 


— 


F atbitrio ſuo gerit, nec ex conſilio ſuo facit, nec A ſe venit, 
Kd imperiis paternis omnibus & præceptis obedit. Ita dum 


1 „1. 
Par 


ivi- KM patr! in omnibus obtemperantem reddit, quamvis fit & Deus, 
the em tamen Deum patrem de obedientia ſua oſtendit, ex quo & 
»ws Mriginem traxit. The whole Chapter is highly worthy the Learn- 
dd i- : Reader's Peruſal. 


ner, 
ua” 
3% 


3 (7) In Joh. P. 46, 47, & 228. Huetii. 5 
1 (2) Avros Hefen. Tg Jes roy auTob pn A HαEiο 
” a KAnn. 3 Moyey ige vi Tapaxiviras, Prep, Evang. 
. 7. c. 15, in fine. | 
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nuæ 06 FAX A raids Dem. Evang. lib. 5. c. 17. 
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were ſo careful to preſerve in this Point the 
Supremacy of the Father, that they S 4 


firſt Article of their Creed, And they Who, 


for New Expreſſions in many other Inſtances, i 


than to the Father of All. Even when, after 


Of the Unity of God. 


Text (1) E:ſebirs argues, that the Father 0. i 3 1 
Y, i The One God. And the Nicene Fathers J 


profeſs him to be The (2) One God, in the 
After the Council of Nice, were moſt zealous q 


yet ventur'd not to depart fo far from the An- 
tient Language as 70 affly this Title (6 we 
&AyIwos Deos.) the Only 1rue God, to Any other 


many Contentions, they had left noting I 
but a Shadow of Supremacy to the Father, # 
yet they continued to aſcribe This Title pecu. 
liarly and invariably to Him. (3) eAthana.! 
fas frequently characterizeth the Father, with? 
this Title of The Only True God : Nor does 
he ever, that I can find, apply That Title t 
any other Perſon. In che Place you refer t 
upon Fob. 17, 3, there is nothing to you 
Purpole on This Point. Nor does he There 
as you would izfinzuate to your Reader, ſtil * 
the Son The Oiy Trae Gad, though he had; £ 
proper Occaton "b to do, if even Then Tha 


(1) Alls 5 (w hom Chriſt ſtiles The Only True God) 64 d 
94 " Nag, 0 £66 Gres, 2 27 SN £56 T Aw c ur. De Eccle 9 N 
Theo, lib. 2. c. 21. Ne = 

(2). Ec $269 Tal Tv oxpeT oo, And Euſebius, who was! 3 { 
the Council of Nice, declares it over and over again, to 
the Senſe of the whole Church, that The Father only was Tin . 
One God. De Eccleſ. Theol. lib. x. c. 11. paſſim. 1 A 

( 3) Ty, Tos Toy Lc 2 vuov er e nf woy e aud tas, A 5 Toy 1 Y 
ig vd reps Contra Gentes, Again: Toy gap var oc u 3% 
prev), *% % XAGUT T 059 TEUT CY ö, e E ce n. — 3 &y 10. 1 
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Nu. II. of the Unit of God. 


i i anguage had been introduced. And (1 ) Ba- 
ers Þ! himſelf, deſcanting upon this Text, ven- 
he Fures to aficm io more, than that Chriſt 18 


ly duns Jes ;) not, The Only True God, but, 


he rue God, Nay, even (2) Epiphanius, in 
10, Whe very Argument by which he endeavours 


us 40 ſhow, by way of Inference, that the Sor 


os hs es Jros True God, as well as the Fa. 
es, 


\n. Ver; evidently ſhows, in the manner of his 


; Reaſoning, that the Words, + T U hö 
Pe, in this Text, Job. I7, 35 and, « 0 d - 
3-5 3:55, in 1 John 5, 20; were, in His Time, 
niverſally underſtood 'to be ſpoken 1 the 
I —55 themſelves, concerning the Father 
Vn 

L You go on. © As to 1 Cor. 8, 6; (To Vs 
here is but One God, the Father, Of whom 
are all Things; and One Lord, Jeſus Chriſt, 


le reaſonably gathered from it, is; that 
RF the Father is there Emphatically ' [tiled One 
Gd, but without Deg to exclude the Sou 


E708 

ſtik 1 « from being God alſo : Ar the Son is Empha- 
d 

ha- (1) Adv. Eunom. lib. 4. P. 106. 
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„o the fame Papas again, Hereſ, 69, $. 32, and Heref. 76, 


ap. 36, F. 2 
5 3 « tically 


(2) Ic Þ Ts arcs, FILE 0 045; Ne, iv  WOTKT CE Tay 
9199 &dnfiyoy F£oy+ Zr S- 0 tel prus 6 ti ge aurod aya-, 
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>y whom are all Things :) « All that can. 9. 
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* tically ſtiled One Lord, but without Deſign Þ 
© to exclude the Father from being Lord al- 
* ſo.” I wiſh you had explained to us what 


you. mean by the Word * Emphatically,” For 


your Argument required you to fay, that the 4 
Son is equally The One God alſo; Ci. e. that 
The One God, the Father, is both Father and 


Som:) Or elſe the Son is neceſſarily by the 


Apoſtle's words excluded from being the One 3 


God, OF whom are all Things; juſt as the 


Father plainly #5 (though you ſay he 7s not ) 
excluded from being The One Lord (di s) BI 
or Through whom are all Things, (1) Origen * 
argues from This Text, that the Apoſtle in- 
tended to direct us 0 fa) our whole, entire, 


undivided Worſhip, to the Supreme G:d of q 
Gods, through bis Son, God the Word, who 


dlone brings Men unto him, & c. And the Ju. 
Piſt. on dicious Mr. * Mede infers from This Text, 


2 Vet. 251. that whereas the Gentiles bad a Plurality mW 
Superior and INFERIOR [or Mediatorial! 


Deities, We (Chriſtians) have but one in 


each Sort: One God, and One Mediator. Up- 


on what Ground therefore you could fay, that 3 
>. 10. This fo plain and expreſs a Text © SEEMS * 
* rather agaiaſ;” me; is altogether incon- ® 


ceivable. See above. b. 29. 
The Text, Epheſ. 4, 6, One God and Fa: 


ther of all, who 1s above all, aud throng). 


all, and in you all” is, you fay, „4 fa. 
7 10 , : | ” I 7 | *& 
maus Paſſage, which has generally been 


(1) Contr. Celſ. lib. 8. P. 382, 
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Qu. II. of the Unity of Cod. 


„ underſtood by the Antients, of the whole 
1. F< Trizity.”” But ſurely a Man muſt have a 
at ſtrange Opinion of the Aut ienis, who can think 
or that they underſtood the one God and Father 
he f all, (diſtinguiſhed by the Apoſtle expreſsly 
at in the very ſame Sentence from the Oze Spirit 
14 and One Lord,) to be the whole Trinity. Ire- 


neus, whom you here cite, does (1) 2 un- 
ne derſtand it ſo; nor any Ancient Writer what- 
ſoever. Hippolhtus, whom you cite alſo, 


likewiſe againſt you. In (2) the Place you refer 
to, he diſtinguiſheth the three Perſons with 
2 This Subordination; viz. it 1s the Father 
= © who commands, the Son who obeys, and the 


c ation.”) Athanaſtus's own Comment, which 
= © There is preached in the Church Oue God, 


(i) See Dr. Clarke's Reply to Mr. Nelſon, p. 71. 5 

(2) 0 ſap KLEAEVEY Typ, 0 5 CNG dio g, * 0's ui &%'Y iy 
e : Contr. Noet. P. 16. Dr. Mills ſays concerning Hippo- 
lytus; Quz ſub nomine ejus feruntur, ſpuria fere ſunt, excep- 
to forſan Tractatu de Anti-Chriſto, quem pro genuino vendi- 
tat Combefiſius. Proleg. in Nov. Teſt, P. 62. And the Book 
againſt Noetus, which you here cite, and make ſo frequent Uſe of 
afterwards; is plainly nothing but the latter Part of his Book 
againſt Hereſies, with large and groſs Interpolations, changed 
into an Homily in later times. Photius tells us, that Hippolytus 
Ea. Wrote a Book againſt 32 Hereſies, and ended with Noe tus. 

„Pol. I. P. 223. He calls the whole, a little Book; whereas this 
100 One Part is 15 Pages Fol. Gr, Lat. in Fabricius's Edit. Gelaſius, 


Fa. 1 Vol. I. P. 225, quotes a large Paſſage from Hippolytus againſt 


Hereſies, Which is in the Book againſt Noetus, very much in- 
01 8 terpolated, Vol. II. P. 19, 20. Which fhows how little This Au- 
3 thor 1s co be depended upon, when he ſeems to favour your 


Notion : Tho' generally, even as he now ſtands corrupted, he is 


plainly enough againſt you. 


and who is a ſpurious or interpolated Writer, is 


« Holy Ghoſt who compleats (the Work of Cre- 


you likewiſe refer to, is it ſelf againſt you: 


Ds: even 
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cc even He who is Above All, and Through All, 3 


„and In All: 4bove all, as he is the Father 


« and Original and Fountain of all: Through F 
* all, By bis Word: In all, by bis Holy) 


00 Spirit.“ 


P. 10. 


6G 


But, tis certain,” you lay, “that the Fa- 9 
ther may reaſonably be called The One or on- 


y God, without the leaſt Diminut ion of the 


« Son's REAL Divinity.” Undoubtedly he 
may: But not fo, if the Son were equally Su- 


preme in Authority, © Supreme in the ſtrict 


* Senſe,” God “ in the ſame Senſe, and in as 


© High a Senſe, as the Father himſelf is ſo 


« tiled.” As to the © remaining Texts,” you 


lay, © Some are meant of Chriſt as Man, or as 2 


Mediator And thoſe which certainly reſpe& J 


* him in à big ber Capacity, may be accounted ® 
« for on This Principle, that we reſerve, © 
with the Ancients, a Priority of Order to the * 
« Father, the Firſt of the Bleſſed Three.” % 
I anſwer : Your Diſtinction of Chriſt < as 
* Mediatour,” from Chriſt AT THE SAME 
TIME © in a higher Capacity,” is without all 


Foundation in Scripture. The One Media- 


tour between God and Men, the Man Chriſt Je- 9 


ſus, is not a Part of Chriſt, but the ſame 


Chriſt, the ſame Perſon incarnate, who be— 
fore his Incarnation appeared in the Form of 
God. The Learned Biſhop (1) Bull expreſsly * 


(1) Chriſtum vero Aediatcrem eſſe inter deum & homines 
utriuſq; nature reſpectu, (quicquid ex Pontificiis quidam con- 
tra obganniant,) veteres Catholici Patres cum Sacris Scripturis 
1% ors docuerunt, Defenſ, Sect. 2. cap. 9, H. 15. I 


NJ 
n a <p 
* '* 


* 


* 


* 


3 ſus,) is not of God. Ireneus (2) confutes 
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cknowledges, that © it is the unanimous Do- 
e #rine of the Antient Catholick Fathers, and 


of the Holy Scriptures, (whatever ſome of 
the Romaniſts urge to the contrary,) that 
Chriſt is in reſpe# of BOTH his Natures, 


Fc ;he Mediatour between God and Man.” 
And for This Reaſon it is, that Chriſt is al- 
ways repreſented in Scripture as an Advocate 
for us to the Perſon of the Father only, 1 John 
2, 1. To divide Chriſt into Two Perſons, one 
of which is Mediatour, and the Other not ſo; 

fis the very Hereſy of Cerinthus. To which 
St. Fobn probably refers, 1 Fr 2, 29, He 

that denyeth that Jeſus is the Chi 

ver. 1, 3, Try the Spirits; 


iſt. And ch. 4, 


rit that confeſſeth not that Jeſus Chriſt is come 


in tbe Fleſh, (or, as many Ancient Copies 


read it, every Spirit which (1) divideth Je- 


this 


* Pretences to the Spirit, are not the Character of Unbelie- 


vers, but mult needs be underſtood of ſome that profeſſed them- 
ſelves Chriſtians. 5 

(1) Irenæus, lib. 3. c. 18. | 

(2) Johannes unum & eundem novit verbum Dei, & hunc 


eſſe unigenitum, & hunc incarnatum eſſe pro falute hominum, 


Jeſum Chriſtum dominum noſtrum: “ ohn knew but one and 
* the ſame Perſon, who was the Word of God, and the only be- 
** gotten, and was incarnate for Man's Salvation, Jeſus Chriſt 
* our Lord. Again: Neque alium quidem Jeſum, alterum 
autem Chriſtum ſuſpicemur fuiſſe, ſed unum & eundem ſcire- 
mus eſſe: * Let us not think that [the Man] Feſus is one Per- 
ſon, and Chriſt [the Divine Word] another Perſon; but know, 
* that they are Both one nnd the ſame Perſon.” Again: Johannes 


domini diſcipulus prævidens has blaſphemas regulas, quz dividunt 


dominum, quantum ex ipſis attinet, ex alteri & altera ſubſtantia 
dicentes eum factum: ** Fohn, the Diſciple of our Lord, foreſee- 
ing the Blaſphemous Doctrines of thoſe who, as much as in 

| | 5 5 57: hem 


* Every Spi- 
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this Notion at large, throughout his whole 
Writings. Nor do I find Any Ancient Writer, 
that ever aſſerted Chriſt to be our Mediatour ® 
merely as Man, or as diſtinguiſhed from him- 
ſelf in his Higher Capacity. The Mediatour 
was always eſteemed by Them his divine as 
well as Humane Character, the Character of 
the Word. And the proper Worſhip of him, as 
the Divine % , was always thought to be 


(1) Mediatorial. 


«© them lies, divide the Lord, and make him to be two diſtinct Sub- I 
be ſiſtencies,” [i. e. one Divine and impaſſible, and another hu- 


mane and paſſible, as he preſently explains it:] lib. 3. c. 18. A- 


8 - 
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gain, he ſays, Neſcit ergo eum qui avolavit Chriſtum a Jeſu, 3 
neq; novit ſalvatorem qui ſurſum eſt, quem impaſſibilem dicunt, 3 
Si enim alter quidem p aſſus eſt, alter autem impaſſibilis manſit ; 


& alter quidem natus eſt, alter vero in eum qui natus eſt de- 
ſcendit, & rurſus reliquit eum; non unus, ſed duo monſtrantur: 
Faul knew nothing of That Chriſt which depat ted from Feſus, 


{leaving the Man Jeſus to ſuffer alone: as he frequently e 
plains it;; © mor of That Saviour which is from above, who, ® 
«* they ſay, was impaſſible. For if it was one Perſon that ſuf- 
£6 fered, aud Another Perſon that remain'd impaſſible; one er- 
<c ſon—that was born, another that deſcended upon Him who wa: * 
born, and left him again [at his Paſſion; ] then there is not 


« One, but Two Perſons :” Ibid, P. 242. 

(1) A twrbox;s nos. Origen contr. Celſ. lib. 3, p. 160; and 
lib. 8, p. 395, 428. Again: To we $5, x T We ve Gvrs d 55 
en # Eix91%, Twis ver To A vero KL sl, ! dg 0 
pt), Sgοαν TW 388 70 A g eb, Oe TE wovoyeols cur), 
% re Tp P5popury A, Wc00vTE; - (AMT pe dle Thy du. 
Ti@y vpuay Tray wo, ePxiepich Kot £9%,45 Kos The Nu, Xo; 7; 


zvrlugess vuay TH £74 urs $49, © We worſhip with Supplication: 
T 
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and Prayers, as much as we are able, the One God, and hi: 
only Son, who is his Word and Image; offering them up to the © 
Supreme God thro' his only begotten Son, to whom we firſt ad- 
dreſs our ſelves, beſeeching him, who is the Propitiation for our 
Sins, to preſent, as our High- Prieſt, our Prayers, Offerings ani 
Interceſſions, to the Supreme God.” Lib. 8. P. 385. A Paß 


ſage highly approved by the Learned Biſhop Bull; Defenſ. Se, i 
2. c. 9, $.15, (Sce below on Query XVII.) Again; M% 1 


1970 


Qu. II. Of the Unity of Cod. 43 
le But you can © account for thoſe Things p. 10. 
r, „ which (you fay) certainly reſpect him in oe 
ur A higher Capacity than Media tour, upon the 
n- Principle of reſerving to the Father a Prio- 
F< rity of ORDER,” That is: You can ac- 
count, how God made all Things BY (or, as 
All Antiquity has unanim:uſly underſtogd it, 
through the Miniſtration of) the One Supreme 
God, the Mord; How he SENT the Word, 
the One Supreme God, to be made Fleſh, to do 
bis Father's Will, and fulfill all his Commands 
upon Earth; How He GAVE to the One Su- 
1 preme God all Power in Heaven and in Earth, 

COMMIT TED all Judgment to him, is 

Hs God, and hath COMMAND E D him 

to be Worſhipped by Angels and by Men, me- 
diately to his own [to the Father's Glory. 
Theſe Things, I ſuppoſe, you will not deny 
but they (at leaſt moſt of them) reſpe& Chriſt 
in his bigheft Capacity. And methinks the Uſe 
of Language, and the common natural Rea- 
ſon of Mankind, cannot but eafily determine, 
| roc tue To 274 Tart Ye, hu ges e Ye 1 povor/evet 3.04 H 
Toro x@ chens xls, Aeryco row, nut e GvTOY WG epxreptce, Thu 
zr &ury ON bu vauay xm cep ft i FT ge &uTo0 x4 O80 
Yay, Xt, Fart KT) Ka TATSpH TWy S ,,, IT Moyer Too 
Need · © We ought only to pray to the Supreme God. Yet we muſt 
*© alſo indeed pray to the only begotten Word of God, the firſt- 
* born of every Creature; intreating him, as our High Prieſt, to 
* offer up the Prayers which we preſent unto Him, to His God 
* and our God, to His Father and the Father of thoſe who live 
* conformably to the Word of God.” Ibid. P. 395. And No- 
vatian: Si homo tantummodo Chriſtus,, cur homo in orationi- 
bus Mediator invocatur? © If Chriſt is a mere Man, how comes 


* a mere Man to be pray d unto as a Mediator? De Trin. 
C. 14, : „ N 


whe- 


5. 10. 


whether theſe Things can poſſibly be aſcribed | 


in Any Capacity or 
Reſpect. 


Of the Unit if Ged. 


to the One Supreme God, 


It may well become you ſeriouſly to 
conſider, whether it is not fafer and better, to 


underſtand Seriprure-DoZrines according to the 
natural and obvious Conſtruction of plain and 
clear Expreſſions; than to endeavour, by ſub- 
tile School. Diſtinctionc, and mere Metaphyſi cal 


Quibbles, to ACCOUN for“ the Difficul- 
ties of an Hypotheſis which has no Founda- 


tion at all in Scripture, and is altogether unin- 
telligible in it ſelt. For, Whar, I beſeech you, 


is this Mere Priority of ORDER, ” which 


is to Account for ſo many plain and expreſs De- 


clarations of the Subordination of the Son to 


the Father? to the Father of All, who is Above % 


all? and the very Notion of whoſe Deity, and 
of his Monarchy over theUniverſe, conſiſts in his 
being Alone Supreme abſolutely over All? Has 


This Supreme Father, OF whom are all Things ; 
has he, according to Tov, Any REAL Prio- 


rity ? Is he Superiour in any Real Thing, 

Dignity, Dominion, Authority, Perfections, or 
Powers 2 You anſwer : No. Then he is pri- 
or, only in Name, in nothing but in mere Or- 
hes or Poſition of Words, And what is this, 


but a perfect Co-ordination of Perſons, named 


in one conſtant unchanged order of placing 
their Names 2 Whereas, with regard to an 

Reality of Authority, the Son had altogether as 
much Authority to have ſent the Father to tale 
our Nature upon him, as the Father had to 
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| ſend bis Son. Will This fatisfy Men, who 
make the Scriptures the Rule of their Faith ? 
I cannot doubt, would you be perſwaded to 
FF paraphraſe all the © Texts” of the New Te- 


ſtament by this © general Key,” but you wou'd P. 77: 


either your ſelf ſee the Abſurdity of your own 


Z Notion, or let Others plainly fee why you 


could not © deſcend to Particulars.” 


Lou proceed to ſet before your Reader Pag. 1, 12. 


in the following words, what you are pleaſed 
to ſay I ought to © have fairly owned” to be 
= my Interpretation of Joh. 1, 1. © In the Begin- 


* ning was the WORD, and the WORD 


wat with the ONE SUPREME GOD, 


* and the WORD was ANOTHER 
«GOD inferiour to him, 4 CREATURE 


XZ © of the GREAT GOD: All Things were 


«CREATED by this CREATURE” 
How unjuſt this Repre ſentation is, is evident 
at firſt Sight. My Interpretation of the Text, 
(if you will allow me to make it for my 
ſelf,) is This: © In the Beginning was (1) 
the WORD, and the WORD was With 
* che ONE SUPREME GOD and Fa- 


(1) A, Y favrs Tarps, Epα t  "Ayyir®, The Word, | 


the Interpreter and Meſſenger of his Father. Athanaſ. contr. 
Gentes. AuyaTH BY 2 0 Abos dg evt, T&%0% _ c % * 
xpuPie Þ Tarpg sx 
Sr, aye) wv, The Son may be ſtiled The Word, from his 


Revealing the Secrets of the Father. And, as being The 


Word, he is The Meſſenger of his great Counſel, Origen. in Joh, 
pag. 41. Huetu, | e 


ether 


x xaF My@» 55%, wezdng Tvy xe l 
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0 ther of All ; and the WORD was himſelf a} 2 
& Divine Perſon [ {tiled in Scripture and in & 
_ the moſt (1) Ancient Writers, Ses and 
« xve@», God and Lord,] in Subor dination to 8 
* wh. One Supreme God and Father of All; be- 
«© ing his only begotten Son, | whatever was the 
e unſeareheable Manner of 1hat Generation ;] * 
C and BY bim did the ONE SUPREME GOD 4 


00 Trypho ſays to Juſtin Martyr ; Ts Lets dE ori 
ZaA®» Tees Tops T Tomy Tay o © how can you prove that 
« ANOTHER is God, beſides the Maker of the Unzverſe ? Dial. 
P. 65. Again; 'AriOukes mui, ors eO. F295 rag T reif To © 
a ur Ts D E pur nTHL £0004 ; © Prove to me, BH 
« that the Prophetic Spirit declares that AN OTHER is God, le- 

„ ſides the Maker of the Univerſe 7” P. 67. To which Tultin » 
(having ſhown © that God appeared to Abraham at the Oak of A 
* Mamre, with two Angels SENT along with him to the exe- i 
* cuting of Judgment on the Sodomites, d HAAS v Cu rect Ce- 27 
vero oe, ue 2 gi 617 e, % Tomrw TW O Y To 2 
Tipe vos, * from Another who always continued in the Super- 
e cæleſtial Manſions, and never appeared to any; Whom, ſays he, A 
* we underſtand to be the Maker and Father of all Things :”) re- 
plies, that he * would endeavour to convince him (from the 

Scriptures before- mentioned, ors 854 g Ayers Des, % xupO- 
276 - en (lege Tape, uri ſupra ] 7 reine TWy en, 96 36 re- 
nue. Ot To Gr ENNELy Tos dei oTUT SD QuT 0G 
GY ENG 6 TAY DAWY TON, Vlg oy #AN®> Nabe Su sg. Ibid. P. 68: 
* that beſides the Maker of the Univerſe, above whom there is 

no other God, yet Another ts, and is ſtiled, both God and Lord; 
% who # alſo called an Angel, vn account of his carrying to Man- 
« kind whatever Meſſage: tis the Will of the Maker of the Uni- 
« verſe to ſend tot Hence preſently after, Juſtin calls 
That Perſon who appeared unto Abraham and is ſtibd God, 
£75pO- 78 Te; TAIT TOUT an T0s, Nes, bab ff Aue, GAN 8 vdαα 
805 8 e auToy Tee, a4 Tore, h erp as 6 Toy x20 ploy TOWT KG 
Cp 9 aA. N 4% F825, PrBLAnTH NC N ] e⁵; 

che calls him) ANOTHER, diſtinct from the God who is 
te the Maker of the Univerſe, in Number, but not in Purpoſe; for 
he never does any Thing, but what it is the WILL of the Ma- 
« ker of the World, above whom there is no other God, that he 


„ ſhould do and ſay.” [bid p. 69, 
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3- AND FATHER of All, make all Things.“ 
our (1) Senſe of the ſame Paſſage (as it ſeems 
"Fo Me) ſtands thus: In the Beginning was 
FX :be WORD, and the WORD was With the 
. ONE SUPREME GOD, and the WORD 
„ was himſelf the SAME One Supreme God, 
„yet not meaning thereby the SAME One 
„ Supreme God, but eANOTHER Supreme God 
in the SAME undivided Subſtance;] and BY 


g che ſame One Supreme God, did the One Su- 
preme God make all Things.” Let the Rea- 
er now judge, which of Theſe Two Inter- 


Ppretations is more agreable to the Writings of 
St. John, and to the whole Tenour of Scrip- 


ture; and Which of Us has the greater Right 
to charge the Other with making Two Gods. 


In the nature of Language, I think, the Words 
Another] and [Two, ] as in theſe Expreſſions 
Another God, Another King, Another Saviour; 
Iwo Gods, Tioo Kings, Two Saviours ;] neceſ- 

RFfarily ſignify Two of Co-ordinate Authority ; 


vhether divided or undivided in Subſtance, 


makes no Difference. But where the Aut h- 
fit) of One is Subordinate and Derived, in 


= (!) Euſebius's Account of Marcellus's Senſe of this Text, is 
Were very applicable. Qs zar avror, mw, "Ev apy iw 
O, iro sb T, Ev apy ir 6 Ft; Kat To, 3 6 M i go; Tow 
4 ne , 


2 ee ff T — \ e \ I \ \ / ; / *. \ \ yy 
er, ice sl TW, x d Ye w TP TOY 9 Oppoics 5 % m9 1 


þ ry 2 \ PP \ T « c * 
re, T&vroy zd. T9, xa F506; ww & Frog Ack, Apo To GOWAPTHT®, N 


| 4 aper A er N 21 ay © According to Marcellus, Theſe Words, 


In the Beginning was the Word, mean, In the Beginning was 


F< God. And, The Word was with God, means, God was with God. 


| 3 And, The Word was God, is, God was God, Which, beſides 
i the Incoherency, (ſays he) is moreover moſt abſurd, De 
ec. Theol, l. 2. c. 14. | Eh Th 


what 
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Chriſt our Saviour; Tit. 3, 4, 6. And yet 


Son a Creature : See below on Query IX, XII, 
and XIII. 5 N . 


feriours, all Co-ordinates, all Superiours, all 


excludes them, from What ? From being 


5 of the Unity of God. 


what manner ſoever the Derivation be; there We 
the ſame Expreſſions cannot be uſed with Wc 


Any Propriety. Of this, the Apoſtle St. Paul . 


has given us a moſt pertinent Inſtance. Gd 


our Saviour, fays lie, ſaves us through Feſu: F# 


it can neither truly be ſaid, that God o. 
Saviour there mentioned, is Feſus Chriſt * 
our Saviour; nor yet that we have Two i 
Saviour. | | 55 5 23 

As to your charging me with making the 


And whereas you here alledge again, that 
* the Texts of Iſaiah [Before ME there was 
% no God, Sc.] exclude all inferiour, as well 
Ca co-ordinate Gods: Janſwer, as before: 
The Word, ME, in theſe Texts, does in- 
deed neceſſarily and expreſsly exclude all I. 


. A mS tc 1}_ fn @ 


Beings, all PERSONS, all whatſoever ; It 4 


what HE [the Perſon there ſpeaking]. de- 
clares Himſelf Alone to be. And therefore 
the Texts of T/aiab do indeed neceſſarily de. 
ſtroy your Notion. But ſtill Moſes, Ma- 
giſtrates, and Angels, are notwithſtanding 8 
in the ſame Scripture, and very conſiſtently 
too, ſtiled Elohim, Oe, Gods, (as (1) Ori. 
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Nei aurs, KWO. 1t is poſſible to know God, and his on) 
* begotten Son, and thoſe (the Angels) whom God has honour! 4 
0773 a 6. 0 


Nu. II. Of the Unity of Cod. 
Nes obſerves;) without being what the Per- 
1 Von ſpeaking in 1/aiab, declares Himſelf Alone 
| Ro be. And Chriſt is in a yet higher Senſe, and 
4 Fery far different from all theſe, God; as being 
Ihe only-begotten Sen, and the eAnointed of 
the One God and Father of all: Heb. 1,9: 
„ Eph. 4, 6 : Joh. 10, 36. The Caſe is exactly 
Ihe ſame, as in That Other Text in Iſaiah, 
„„ ch. 43, 11. Beſide ME there is no Savi- 
pur. Yet St. Paul tells us, that Jeſus Chriſt 
Kalfo is our Saviour: And at the ſame time 
does not ſuppoſe him (Tit. 3; 4, 6,) to be 
That God our Saviour, whom he declares to 
ed the Holy Ghoſt upon us Through Jeſus 
hriſt our Saviour. | 


* with the Appellation of God, and made them Partakers of his 
* Divinity. Adv. Cell. lib. 7. P. 375. In like manner he ar- 
I gues, Comment. in Joh. p. 47, 48; where he diſtinguiſhes the 
Angels, (who are, he ſays, Truly Gods, as wirixors, 3:8, par- 
raking of God,) from mere Nominal Gods. Again, he ſays 
that Chriſt is“ not only God and Son of God, but that © his hu- 
„ mane Nature,” Tis txeivs FeiornT®» xtxowunnuora, eis Fro tf T 
= 6+ 3nxirces, by partaking of his Divinity, became God.” P. 136. 
And again, ſpeaking the Higheſt Things of Chriſt, he fays, 
8 10/96 x; TpwroTo xa Torn XTIOEWG, iy ei GeUTDG TUY X,Gewv T5 c 
rs 3:2, 5 c 76 ur ides owCy Thu zi TS ve. © The God and 


de. <«< Father of All, communicated even of his Greatneſs too, to his 
"== © Only-Begotten and the Firſt-born of every Creature; that, be- 
Ja- ing the Image of the Inviſible God, he might, in point of Great- 
ing “ neſs tos, preſerve the Image of the Father.” Adding immedi- 
IX ately after; Fw vio Lr, © He SENT God, his Son. And 
tl) Lactantius: Primogenitum divini nominis Appellatione dignatus 


i- ett, patria ſcilicet virtute & majeſtate pollentem. The Senſe of 

the whole Paſſage is; that God having, before the Creation of 
= © the World, begotten an holy, incorruptible Spirit, which he 
called his Son; and having created by him innumerable other 
* Spirits, which we call Angels; he vouchſafed to dignify Him, 
< the firſt-begotten only, with the Appellation of God, being in- 
&« veſted with hu Father's Power and Majeſty,” lib. 4. $.6. 


XX © Twv de I 655 * Toru us rid iaurd * na Nörur G. ee : 
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Of the Unity of Cod. 


Upon Phil. 2, 6, you had been urged with 


the following Comment of (1) Novatian: 


Chriſt (faith he) THOUGH he was in the 
Form of God, yet did not aſſume to bim. 
ſelf to be equal with God: [ This, the pre- 
ceeding word, Quamvis, neceſſarily ſhows to 
be Nowvatian's meaning. ] FOR though be 
knew that he was God, as having God for hu 
Father; yet he never compared himſelf with 
God his Father; remembring that he Twas from 
his Father; and that it was his Father who 
gave him to Be what he Was, Wherefore | 

Both before and After his taking upon him hu. 


mane Fleſh, and alſo after his Reſurreftion, he 
always did and does pay all Obedience to his 


Father, From whence it appears, that he ne- 


ver thought fit ſo to claim to himſelf Divinity, 
as to equal himſelf with God the Father, 
| Nay, on the contrary, he was always obe dient 
to His whole Will and Pleaſure, even ſo as to 
be content to take upon him the Form of a 
Servant, that is, to become a Man. 


(1) Hic ergo, QUAMVIS eſſet in Forma Dei, won eff rapi- 
zam arbitratus æqualem ſe Deo eſſe. Quamvis enim ſe ex Deo 
Patre Deum eſſe meminiſſet, nunquam ſe Deo Patri aut com- 

paravit aut contulit; memor ſe elle ex ſuo Patre, & hoc ipſum 
quod eſt, habere ſe quia Pater dediſſet. Inde denique & ante 
cCarnis aſſumptionem, ſed & poſt aſſumptionem corporis, poſt 
 Ipſam preterea reſurrectionem, omnem Patri in omnibus re- 
bus obedientiam præſtitit pariter ac præſtat. Ex quo probatur, 
nunquam arbitratum illum eſſe rapinam quandam divinitatem, 
ut æquaret ſe Patri Deo: quinimò contra, omni ipſius imperio & 
voluntati obediens atque ſubjectus, etiam ut formam ſervi ſuſ- 
ciperet contentus fuit, hoc eit, hominem illum fieri, c. D. 
Trinit. cap. 17. Sg . 
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u. II. Of the Unity of Coll. 5. 
In anſwer to This, you alledge, that “4 73: at 
© to the main of” your © Argument builty, © 
on this and other Texts, He was certainly 
on“ your Side. That He underſtands 
© Iſai. 45, 5, of God the Father; not ſo as to 
= exclude the Son from being comprehended in 
WH The One God. —That He proves the Divi- 
WE nity of Chriſt, from his receiving Worſhip of 
the Church ;—and makes him Conſubſtantial 
with God the Father. That This is as mach 
as” you © mean by his being One with the _ 
Supreme God.” That His Inference from P. 14. 
he Text, Phil. 2, 6, is no more than 
his, that © Chrift never pretended to an E- 
quality with the Father in Reſpect of his 
Original; ——and © that there is nothing p. 15. 
more in it than This, that the Father and 
Son are not two Gods,becauſe they are not both 
woriginated.” —That Novatian, © if right= 
ly underſtood, is a moſt ſtrong Teſtimony for 
4 ſuch 2 Co- equality, as” you © contend for.“ 
-That Phil. 2, 6, may very juſtly be tranſ- p. 16 
WW ated, He did not very highly value, did 
9 Wl not inſiſt upon, his EQUALITY with God; 
ut condeſcended, — in eAppearance, to 
empty Himſelf of his Glorie. Which Pa- P. x7; | 
aphraſe, you think, is “ agreeable to the Sen- 
timents of Catholick Antiquity, not only af 
ter, but before the Council of Nice“ 
Now, to This, I reply. Againſt your 
main eArgument,” the point wherein the 
geſtion Truly lies, your Notion of Equal 
premacy in Authority; Againſt This, Nova- 
a expreſsly argues, all through his Book 3 
EE: "' and 
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and particularly in ch. 31. At the End of £ 
ch. 30, he reaſons at large, from (1) this 


 *© prehending the Son in the one God,” i. e. ma. 


He Oue God? And that if the Son wa 


the Son with that of the Father,) that rhe Son was God i 


Of the Unity of Cod. 


Text of Iſaiab 45, 5, and others, which he 
applies to the Father; that He (the Father) 
Unus eſt Deus, © is The one God,” And he? 
ſolves the Objection drawn by the Sabellian: 
on one Hand, and the Ebionites or Samoſa. 
tenians on the other; he ſolves it, not, a 
you ſuppoſe him to do, by including and © con. 
king the Oze God and Father of All to be 
both Father and Son, (which he clearly ſaw, 
wou'd have expos'd him to the Sabelliaus;) 
Nor by denying, on the other Hand, that} 
Chriſt was God at all, (which wou'd have 
expoſed him to the Ebzonztes;) But he ſolve 
it by the following Medium. As, when th 
* Scripture ſays, there is but one Maſter (; 
* even Chriſt; this does not exclude Pau n 
from being a Maſter : So Chriſts being d. b 
« clared to be God, does not contraditt tit t! 
* Scriptare which ſays, there #s but One God? fi 
See. alove, Pag. 8. Then he proceeds, i 


Se Fd NY am oo oa tw. „ 2A kw” om oa. 
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the whole following Chapter io the End d 


the Book, to prove that God the Father i ;, 


(1) In Chap. 3, he ſays, upon This Text of Iſaiabh: U .,, 
« omnes cum ſms figmentis Ethnicos excludat & Heretic, 
And in ch. 18, he tells us, the © Heretices” were thoſe, wi « 
taught (in conſequence of their confounding the Divinity 0 


Father himſelf. This, you ought not to have concealed, ! 
your Citation of the Paſſage from Chap, 3, 


00 


| Qu. Il. Of the Unity of God. 


ae 


t) 3 
e 


(1) EQUAL to him in Self-origination, Iuvi- 


ih fbility, Immenſity, Immortality, (taking theſe 


Perfections in their Eminent and Abſolute 
Senſe,) © there o then undoubtealy be Two 
«* Gods.” But to ſhow there are zot Two 
Gods, he alledges that the Son derives every 


thing from the Father, and was Begotten 


7 | by bis Vill; [ex quo, quando ipſe voluit, 
Sermo filius natus eſt ;] That He acts in eve- 


ry Thing by the Father's Command, which he 


1 conſtantly fulfils; and that he (2) Recezves 
4 his Power and Dominion from him, as 
his Head: And that * the Worſhip which be 


receives from the Church,” even That Wor- 


& ſhip which © proves his Divinity,” is paid to r. 13 
him as (3) Mediator, not as Supreme. And 
this Author perpetually inſiſts, that the Rea- 

ſon why we affirm there is but One God, is; 

not becauſe of the © Communio Subſtantiæõ 
between the Father and the Son, (for This, if 
the words be at all meant in the Metaphy- 


fical Senſe, far from running through every 


(1) Zquales.inventi, duos Deos meritò reddidiſſent; Par 


expreſſus, duos comprobaſſet & Deos: Meritò duo 
um Deorum controverſiam ſuſcitaſſet. c. 31. 8 


(2) —Per quem facta ſunt omnia, & fine quo factum eſt 


& 2ihil; qui obedierit ſemper Patri, & obediat; ' ſemper haben- 


tem rerum omnium poteſtatem, ſed qua traditam, ſed qua 
conceſſam, ſed qua a Patre proprio ſibi indultam. © Heby whom 
: all Things were made, and without whom nothing was made 
: Who always did, and does obey his Father : Having al- 
; Ways Power over all things, but a Power delivered, 4 Power: 

Given, a Power granted to him from his Father.” Cap. 21. 

(3) Si homo tantummodd Chriſtus, cur Homo in orationi- 
us Mediator invocatur? c- 14. Which Words, immediately fol- 
5 thoſe you have hers cited, ought not to have been omitted 
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creatura ſubdita ſibi Ca patre proprio] concors patri ſuo Deo 


Of the Unity of Cod. 


— 


Streſs, or building any Argument upon it, 
either here or in any other Part of his Book; 
ſo that, in any Other caſe, a Critick would 
hardly doubt but the Words, “per communio- 
* nem Subſiantia,” had crept in out of the 
Margin :) But the Reaſon, I ſay, why we af. 
firm there is but Oe God, is by this Author, 
_ conſtantly and uniformly through his whole 
Book, declared and inlilted upon to be This; 
that there is but One Head, One Fountain, 
One Author and Original of all Things, even 
the Father : Placing the Unity always (in di- 
rect oppoſition to yozr Notion) in the Supreme 


Underived eAutbority and Dominion of the (2) 
Father. And whereas you add, that“ No- 
* vatian's making the Son conſubſi antial with 
% God the Father, is as much as” you © mean 
* by his being One with the Supreme God e the 
(1) See this more diſtinctly and largely conſidered below on 
Arery XXVII. 


-(2) Unus Deus oftenditur verus & æternus, Pater. c. Ir, Eſt 
ergo Deus Pater, æternus, Unus Deus, &c. ibid. Cum tota 


inventus, anum & ſolum & verum Deum patrem ſuum approba- 
vit. 1d. Like to which, is That of the Learned Biſhop Pearſon. 
« The Father is ſtiled One God, the True God, the Only True 
God, the God and Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt. Which as 

it is moſt true, and ſo fit to be believed, is alſo a moſt Ne- 
* cefſary Truth, and therefore to be acknowledged, for the 

avoiding Multiphcation and Plurality of Gods. For if there 
were more than One which were from none, it could not be 
denied but there were more Gods than One. Wherefore 
This Origination in the Divine Paternity, has aztiently been 
% looked upon as the Afﬀertion of the Unity.“ On the Creedy 
2. 40. Edit. 4% | 5 


— 


con. 


Page of his Book, as it could not but have 
done upon hour Scheme, is mentioned by him 
bu; once incidentally, without laying (1) Any 


2 
** 
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Qu. II. Of the Unity of God, 55 
contrary evidently appears. For you explain 
your ſelf (though not without frequent incon- 
ſiſtency) to mean that the San is, as well as 
the Father, Supreme; Supreme in the ſtrict 
« Senſe ;> God © in the ſame and in as High , 
&* a Senſe, as the Father himſelf.” But No- 
vatian every where uniformly and conſtantly 
BY declares the contrary. And not He only; 
but Other (1) Antient Writers alſo, who, 
more certainly than He, aſſerted a Conſubſtan- 
7 :/ality, yet never inferred from thence (as 
von do) an Equality of Supreme Authority. 


„33, 37. 


0 (1) Tertullian himſelf, the moſt zealous of All the Antients, is 
= far from inferring Equality of Supremacy from His Notion 
of Conſubſtantiality ; that he ſays, the Father is (#ora Subſtan- 
| tia) © the Whole Subſtance,” and that the Son is (derivatio To- 
tius & Portio) “ a derivative Part of it. Adv. Prax. cap. 9s 
And again, He calls the Father (plenitudo Subſtantiæ) ** zhe 
= © Fulneſs of the Divine Subſtance,” and the Son (portio) © 4 
4 part. His Words are: Si Plenitudo intellecta non eſt, mul- 
to magis Portio; Meaning, that if the Jews knew not God the 
Father, they were much more ignorant of Chriſt his Son. Adv. 
Aarcion. lib. 3. c. 6. He alſo makes even the Soul of Adam to 
be con ſubſtantial with God. Adv. Marcion. lib. 2. cap. 5, & 9, & 
contr. Prax, c. 5. Lactantius alſo ſays: Una utriq; ¶ patri & 
n fllio] Mens, unus Spiritus, una Subſtantia eſt; ſed ille pater] 
quaſi exuberans fons eſt, hic | filius] tanquam defluens ex eo r-—ꝝ 
vns: ille tanquam ſol, hic quaſi radius a ſole porrectus. Qui 
ta quoniam ſimmo patri & fidelis & carus eſt, non ſeparatur, ſicut 
o nec rivus a fonte, nec radius a ſole. And preſently after, he 
a- adds: Filius ac pater unus Deus, cùm & filius ſit in Patre, 
n. qua Pater diligit filium; & Pater in filio, quia voluntati patris 
ue fideliter paret, nec unquam faciat aut fecerit, niſi quod pater aut 
as voluit aut juſſit. De vera ſap. lib. 4. $.29. P. 446, 447. In 
Le- what particular Senſe Lanctantius here uſes the Words, una Sub- 
he ſtantia, is not very clear. For he elſewhere ſtiles Chriſt, medi- 
: am inter Deum ex Hominem Subſtantiam gerens, a middle Sub- 
be Hance between God and Man, ibid. p. 388. and makes An- 


Ire gels to be from the Subſtance of God; Epit. cap. 42. Edit. 
en Pevii, | 2 5 


n- E4 You 
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P. 14. 


. 15. 


4 


of the Unity of Cod. 


You proceed: Novatian's Inference from 


Phil. 2,6, [“ nunquam fe Deo Patri aut com- 
_ © paravit aut contulit; memor ſe eſſe ex ſuo 


< Patre:” He never compared himſelf with 


God the Father; remembring he was From | 
_ bis Father :] is This only, that Chriſt © ze. 2 
ver pretended to an Equality with the father 
in Reſpect of his Original,” and that © bad 


£ 


A =o 


c 


they both been equal [in reſpect of Original, 
Both unbegotten, ] they had undoubtedly been 


Lg 


« [wo Gods.” And you add; © There is 


« nothing more in” the Paſſage of Novati- 
an, than This.” Be it ſo: Still the Unity 


f God, according to Novatzian, relies, not 
upon the Inſeparability of Subſtance in many 


Perſons, (for then © Two Unbegotten Perſons,” 


in one undivided Subſtance, would not have 


been © Two Gods,” as he ſays they © u. 


* doubtedly would have been ;”) but it re- 


lies upon the Unoriginateneſs of the ſingle 


Perſon of the Father. But indeed there is 


alſo © more in it than This.” For not only 
upon the Father's being znoriginate, but 
upon his Conſequently having All Dominion 
and All Perfections (1) EMINENTLY 
bis own, does Novatian conſtantly declare 
him to be Abſolutely The Oze God. And the 
Other Primitive Writers generally in like 
manner found the Unity of God upon his 


(1) Si inviſibilis.— ſi incomprehenſibilis, fi & cætera quz- 
aunque ſunt Patris; merito duorum Deorum . controverſi- 
am ſuſcitaſſet. c. 31. | | | 


being 
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Qu. Il. Of the Unity of Cod. 
being Alone (1) Unoriginated, and (2) Con- 
ſequently Alone of Authority abſolutely Su- 


(1) Fuſtin Martyr ſays; Me, S. &yommr@- xo Ptupr®- 6 9506 


« and immortal, [i. e. He only hath Immortality of himſelf 4 
« and for That Reaſon He is God,” And Athenagoras: Te 

$570), &avvnToOv tic xc cidor* Legat. P. 19. The divine Be- 
« ing is unbegotten and Eternal” And Tertullian: Quzre 


; | quid fit Deus, & invenies——Deum Summum eſſe Magnum, 
| in æternitate conſtitutum, innatum, &c. Adv. Marcion. lib. 1. 
} c. 3. Conſider what God is, and you will find that he is the 


« Great, Supreme Being, eternal, unbegotten, &c. And Origen, 
in his Comment on Fohn, defines [s $405] © the Supreme God 


P. 46, exc. And Novatian and Euſebius inſiſt, throughout their 


who 15 unoriginated; conſtantly defining God, by the Character 
of Self-origination or ſelſexiſtence. And Arnobius; Omnipo- 
tens & primus Deus, ſolus ingenitus, immortalis & per- 
petuus ſolus eſt, Contr. Gent. lib. 2. P. 95: © The omnipotent 
and Supreme God, is alone unoriginated, immortal and eter- 
D | Is | | 

(2) Juſtin Martyr, upon theſe Words, The Lord rained down 
Fire from the Lord out of Heaven, Gen. 19, 24, ſays; 7s z 1G 
xvehs vp zn, ws T&Typ 3 Ned, tries TE AUTH TS EiV0, Hot , 


upon Earth, as being his Father and God, and the Cauſe of 
« his Exiſtence, though He alſo was Mighty, and Lord, and 
God: Dial. P. 121, Tertullian ſays, Innatum nato fortius ; 
— quia quod ut eſſet, nullius eguit auctoris, multo ſub- 
limius erit eo, quod ut eſſet, aliquem habuit auctorem. Adv. 
Hermog. c 18. That which is unoriginated, is more powerful than 
* that which is originated; — becauſe That which had no Cauſe 
& its Exiſtence, will always be much ſuperior to that which 
had a Cauſe of its Exiſtence,” And Alexander of Alexan- 
dria : wxgy TW & &, Tarek bi Gkic oc je, fund ive 


Tov tus &ury T dr My OTE; Therefore we muſt reſerve to the 
ec 


„ einn eee. et WG MP 


WO 


* Cauſe of his Exiſtence.” And again: To 5 «ywvnroy Tw xrel 
Hide ddl cup dE cer, are dh xo ary Purxor®- Ty Cw 
I Ty©-, & Teryp ws fut ws $5 © Reſerving to the Father the 

* peculiar Property of Self-exiſtence; our Saviour himſelf decla- 
g ring, my Father is GREATER than J. Epiſt, ad Alex. apud 


Theod, lib, 1. And the Peſt-nicenes themſelves always _—_ 


From 


x TodTo Nᷣg ig Dial, P. 36. God only is unbegotten, 


to be | 4v703:©- | God abſolurely of himſelf, or ſelf-exiſtent.” 


Writings, that there is Therefore but One God, becauſe but One 


xu xvpie, xe g- 4 He is the Lord of That Lord who appeared 


unbegotten Father this peculiar Dignity, that no one is the 


F7 


Of the Dnity of Cod. 
From what I have now obſerved upon the 
Paſſage you refer to of Novatian, it cannot 
but be very ſurprizing to the Reader, to find 


you aſſert, that © it is a moſt ſtrong Teſti. 


* mony of SUCH a Coequality as you 


% contend for.” 


But to proceed. Your Interpretation of the 


Word, is, in Phil. 2, 6, has no Authority 
older than the 4th Century. It zever ſig- 
nities © Equality” in Scripture-Language, 
tho? it is frequently uſed there; nor in Any 
Primitive Writer whatſoever. And had Chriſt 


that 4 Superiority of Honour and Dignity was implyed in the 


Self-originaton of God the Father. The Orthodox Council of 


Sardica affirms, «urs m9 dee Tg v wile) i54 Ts vis The ve- 
ry Name of Father, is Greater than that of Son,” And the 
Council of Syrmium : It is indiſputable,” . priGea si Tor R 


| Tipe Thy ue Weir ul Neri, „that the Father is GREATER in 


% HONOUR, DIGNITY, and DIVINITY ; the Son himſelf de- 
« claring, my Father is greater than I. Socrat. Hiſt. Ecclel. 
lib. 2. And this is no more than what Baſil Himſelf owns; 
d bios reges f Ove» vd vers, ert Gm ExENE M dH vr 
> \ -_ , mw 07 > — \ \ & >... 2 3-4 / \ 
C221 Heath GeTA Tx HE UTE. © MOTH, Kh OT ar aw y Tg0 o X24 


 Fpore&Y wy TFpo5 Toy S. x rar ig Adv. Eunom. lib. 3. of 79. 


* The Son is Second to the Father in Order, as being from 


bim; and alſo in DIGN11Y, becauſe the Father is the Original 
and Cauſe of his Exiſtence, and becauſe through Him we have 


2 Acceſs to God even the Father. Again: &yavnro 5, 80s bre; 
2 TUITEAUG £56 Ts Opoviiv, W's mi ETEþev TAW Ts Fed , 020) 


ec ce pr d But the Title of Unbegotten, no. one can be ſo 
ab ſurd as to preſume to give to any other, than to the Supreme 


« God.” ibid. And Greg. Naxianx. We are to preſerve to 
« the Father,” To * «px aiiwwmea, © the Dignity of being the 
* Original of the Divinity of the Son and Spirit.” Orat. Apo- 
loget. p.354. And Hilary ; Et quis patrem non Potiorem confi- 
tebitur, ut ingenitum a genito? exc. De Trinit. lib. 3. Who 
«© will not acknowledge the Father to be GREATER; He that 
is unbegotten, than he that is begotten ? And again: © The Fa- 
ther, ſays he, is, autoritate innaſcibilitatis Unus Deus, 4: 
one God by Reaſon of the Authority of his unoriginated Na- 
d ture. De Synod. P. 236. See more, above, p. 31. 


been 


as. mm al = —Y 
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been equally Supreme with the Father, it 
wou'd have been impoſſible for him not to 
have © very higbly valued,” not to have “in- 
= © ſed upon bis Equality.” Tt would have 
= been equally impoſſible for Him, as for the Fa- 
= ther himſelf; to have condeſcended “ to veil bis p. 17, 
e Glories, and in Appearance to empty himſelf 
« of them, taking upon him humane Nature, 
« and becoming a Servant of God in That Ca- 
&« pacity.” Such an Interpretation as this, you 
cannot but be ſenſible, would in the Primitive 
Ages have been thought highly (1) derogatory, 
nay even (2). Blaſphemous, to have been ap- 
plyed to God the Father. And conſequently 
it muſt be equally ſo, to apply it to another _ 
Perſon who 1s equally The One Supreme God, P. 51. 
in the ſame, and in as HIGH a Senſe, as 
FF © the Father bimſelf”” Wherefore the Word 
or Son, upon Tour Notion, can no more be 
really incarnate, or made Fleſh, than the Father 
© himſelf. This you ſeem to be aware of; and 
therefore you preſume to ſay, that he emptied 

| Himſelf *IN APPEARANCE.” That P. 17. 


des TS Nr re- 1g cer pos FLEE WETHBRLANGY Euſeb. Hiſt. 

Fccleſ. lib. f. P. 4. © It is abſurd to ſuppoſe the Unbegotten and 
* immutable Eſſence of God, Supreme over all, to appear in a 
humane Form. 

(2) Ex Doctorum primævorum ſententia, Deus Pater à ne- 
| mme unquam, x2 per aſſumptas quidem Species, viſus eſt, aut 
; Videri poteſt. A nullo ille ortus principio, nulli ſubjectus eſt ; 
neq; magis ab alio miſſus, quam ab alio natus, dici poteſt. 

Bull, Deſenſ, Fid. Nic. Sect. 4. cap. 3. $.2. Te, e oÞ Ito Tay - 
Da c -Sie C ve x&Aziog a O 5 „AY Y Tg argos 4 
ves £54. Sy nod. Antioch, Epiſt, ad Paul. Samoſat. 


4 

4 

4 ; | 
* (.) Mucks i noyO» mh αιE,j R Arg Sela TE 
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ö 
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is; he was made (1) Fleſh IN APPEAR- 


ANCE,” was ſent and came down from Hea- 
ven “in Appearance; &c. Conſider whether 


This be not © denying that Feſus Chriſt is come 


« in the Fleſh,” 1 Joh. 4, 3. Conſider how 


7 
5 


1 


ſtrongly the Paſſage you alledge out of Ter- 3 


tullian, (no way pertinent againſt Me, who ne- 
ver deny'd Chriſt to be, vere Deus, truly God,) 
returns upon your ſelf. May not I argue, as 
He there does, that if Chriſt empryed himſelf 7 


1 


« IN APPEARANCE” only, in taking 


tmthon him the Form of a Servant ; it was alſo + 
«© IN (2) APPEARANCE” only, that 


he was in the Form of God > And may not 


Tou as well affirm with the old Docetæ and 
the Marcionites, that the humane Fleſh was 


< IN APPEARANCE” only, as that the 
Word did only INV APPEARANCE” 
empty bimſelf in taking the humane Nature 


upon him? St. Paul does not ſay, that Chriſt 
« emptied bimſelf in Appearance; but that 


ect co bur he empried himſelf, he bumbled 


imſelf, [iramuvocy avi, ] and became obe- 


Wherefore God alſo bath bighly exalted him, &c. 


Now this Exalcation muſt alſo be only “In 


&« Appearance,” if the Humiliation was ſo ; One 


being the Conſequence of the Other : And 


(1) Irenens ſays: Secundum nullam Sententiam Hæretico- 


tum, Verbum Dei caro factum eſt. Adv. Hareſ. lib. 3. c. 11. 
All Hereticks agree in this, that the Word was not made Fleſh.” 
(29 Nunquid ergo & hic, qua in effigie eum Dez collocat ? 


FEque non erit Deus Chriſtus verè, fi nec homo wer? fuit, in 


effigic Hominis conſtitutus. Contr. Marcion, lib. 5. c. 20. 
thus 


6h 


dient unto Death, even the Death of the Croſs: 


a _ HtriQ on „ 


Qu. II. Of the Unity of Cod. 6 
thus you may make the whole Goſpel-Diſpen- 
ſation to be nothing but Appearance and Fi- 
gures of Speech. How different a Notion the 
Primitive Fathers, (1) whom you ſo often 
pretend to appeal to, had of This Matter; may 

be ſeen in the Paffages in the Margin. See 

allo. ove, $41 . 


2 (1) Anda s Ve, Ani cg TO poll, — n 
5, xa E dbric-es, ig cui, xai arias Ignat. ad Trallian. Sect. g. 
And Juſtin Martyr : Oras eielobe irt 6 Tame F fav vio cel 
Cy ToigT0i5 mrdsoiy annda; Yyryomwo d u Be BgAnTRKr xe pon At= 
Value dri txt TE geg vic; av, S cr Acre Tay Ye] R 
CopBayruy dν,ꝰ, © That we may know that it was the Will f 
the Father, that his own Son ſhould really undergo ſuch Suf- 

« ferings for our ſakes : and that we ſhould not ſay that He, be- 

* ing the Son of God, did not feel what was laid upon him,” 
Dial. cum Tryphon. P. 104. Again: Knevxdare If avray ma- 
6ovra Aeryory © The Word, whom they, in their Preaching, decla- 
red to have ſuffered.” Ibid, p. 106. And the Apeſtolical Con- 
ſtitutions; Tw%apos nal T Th Ober c , vin . d ‘, To 
b Men: lib. 2. c. 24. He 7 the Father] condeſcended 
* that his beloved Son, even God the Word, who in his Tunin- 

« carnate] Nature was impaſſible, ſhould ſuffer for us.” And 
Ireneus : lycos © rab UTE Te Sr aur; iow 6 MyY@> & ow 


ſuſtinemus, 


dS  -- - 
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Novatian upon this Text, Phil. 2, 6 ar- 


gues, not only moſt ſtrongly againſt the Equa- 


kisy of Supremacy, (as I have already ſhown,) 
but alſo againſt this your Notion of Chriſt's 
* emptying himſelf in Appearance only. The 


(1) divine Word (ſays he, ch. 17,) depreſs d 


* himſelf, and laid aſide his Power for a while.” 


See alſo his whole 20% Chapter, concerning 
mw Point,” ” „„ 
You produce in the next place, a Paſſage 


out of the profeſſedly corrupted Latin Tranſla- 
tion of Origen upon the Romans; in direct (2) 
Contradiction to the whole Tenour of all his 


remaining genuine Greek Writings. Which is 


very unfair. See below, on Que. x2. towards 
the End. Origen's real Senſe on this Text, 
Phil. 2, 6; you may find in his Greek (3) 


Comment, ſtill extant, on Fohn; Where he ſays, 
that the Gooaneſs of Chriſt appeared greater and 


more divine, and truly after the Image of His 
Father, when he humbled himſelf and became 


obedient to Death, even the Death of the Croſs; 


J \ 1 N — 
[7 « agnaypor wynoaTso To five ion Se,] than i 


be had been eagerly deſirous to appear as God, 


(1) Aufforitas divini verbi ad Suſcipiendum hominem conqui- 
eſcens, nec ſe ſuis viribus exercens, Which, by the way, explains 
the Expreſſion of Iren«as, 1ouvxaGorr®- Y NYE e 755 TeipeCioX 
x 5vpedoXF, Oc. lib. 3. c. 21. p. 250. ] dejicit ſe ad Tempus, atq; 
deponit, c. 17. Again; Per Connexionem mutuam, & Caro ver- 
bum Dei gerit, & filius Dei fragilitatem carnis adſumit. c. 13. 
And again: Nos enim ſermonem Dei ſcimus indutum carnis ſub- 
flantiam. c. 16. 15 

(2) Unleſs perhaps, what is here in the Latin, “ «qualis Deo, 
was in the Original only oe 3:5. | 
(3) Dr. Mills ſays of theſe Comments, 


> That they are ab om- 


74 interpola tione liberi. Prolegom. P. 24. 


and 


: 8 1 Us: 
TT. 
n 1 n 25 
A 
* 


Qu. II. Of the Unity of Cod 
and would not have become a Servant for the 
Salvation of the World. pag. 34, Huetii. 


5 Further: Theodoret ( I) cites Methodigs | 
= ſaying, that Martyrdom is ſo very defireable a 


© Thing, that the Lord Jeſus Chriſt bonoured it 


The Words of (2) La@&antivus allo, in allu- 
ſion to This Text, are very remarkable. The 
Son of God * taught that there 15 but One God, 
and that He only ought to be worſhipped. Nor 
did be ever call Himſelf God; for he ond 
not haue been found faithful, if, when he was 


lars the One, be had introduced any other 


Mork of him that Sent him, but his own 


| * bimſelf from Him whom he came to make 


61) Dial. . P. 37. | N07 
| (2) Docuit quod unus Deus fit, eumque ſolum coli oportere. 
Nec unquam ſe ipſe Deum dixit; quia non fſervaſſet fidem, ſt 
miſſus ut Deos tolleret, & unum aſſereret, induceret alium 
præœter unum. Hoc erat non de uno Deo facere præconium; 
nec ejus qui miſerat, ſed ſuum proprium negotium gerere; ac 
ſe ab eo, quem illuſtratum venerat, ſeparare. Propterea, quia 
tam fidelis extitit, quia ſibi hi prorſus aſſumpſit, ut mandata 
| mittentis impleret; & ſacerdotis perpetui dignitatem, & Regis 
ſummi honorem, & Judicis Poteſtatem, & Dei Nomen accepit. 
lib. 4. c. 14. Euſebius, upon the Text, ſays; Ta; 4vro; ww ov 
wePy Fred, uncl e ay 6 Nie; Ta 5 5% apauypmeo Hꝰ ue 
| T9 tia ro Fe, euaes av 6 3845; Contr. Marcel. lib. 1. Cap. 18. 
'* How was He in the Form of God, if in Power he was him- 
* ſelf the very Supreme God ? And how did he not aſſume to be 
Cod, if he was himſelf the Very Supremo God: 


” known. 


þ by bis Sufferings, | 8x den a:ymor wynoapey@r To 2 
cha ig Ja] not being greedy or fond of appear- 


2 © ſent to take away the Many Gods, and to de- 


* * beſides the One. For this would not have 
been preaching the One God, nor doing the 


Work; and would have been a ſeparating of 
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et known. Wherefore, becauſe he was ſo faith- 
ful, and aſſumed nothing to bimſelf, but 
only fulfilled the Commands of him that ſent | 

« him; He was inveſted with the Dignity of 
« an everlaſting High Prieſt, the Honour of a 
Supreme King, the Power of a Judge, and 


« the Name (or Title) of 60 D.“ 


That the Council of (1) Antioch alſo, whom 
you here cite, never intended to aſſert from 


this Text an Equality of Supremacy, is very 
evident from their whole Epiſtle : Wherein 


they expreſs the Subordination of the Son, in | 
very ſtrong and clear Terms; declaring, that 
he was God's Angel or Meſſenger, and that ne 
Fulſilled His Father's Will in the Creation of the 


World, and in appearing to the Patriarch : 


Whereas it is impious to ſuppoſe that the God 


of the Univerſe was ever called an Angel 
Here their Argument being founded, not up- 


on the Father's Paternity, but expreſsly upon 


his being (+ Se Tay ]] the God of the 


. Univerſe ;, *tis manifeſt it would, in Their 


Opinion, have been equally the ſame Impicty 
to call the Son an eAngel or Meſſenger, had 
they thought Him to be equally The One Su- 
preme God of the Univerſe. = 


(1) Tre rid 3 zum ẽ uννάνν = raręus S 
\ \ 7 — 77 . 
tue ce, vu xTiow Tay o Alluding to Pſalm 148, 5, He com- 
manded and they were created. Again; "ExxMmgay Thu rargau 
Pew, Tols TF UT ig xis ali Fore & ws uy ſr\®-, wore d as Kugins 
en N Feeg veer S. To & * Ned T7v Y de 886 % 7 
. votic H 6 5) Hν e- F rarpes, wi; ich, d xupt@* 
$05 Gy. | | „ | 
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Qu. II; Of the Unity of Cod. 
Nor was even the ſpurious Hippolytus, (ano-P. 7. 
ther of your preſent Teſtimonies,) at all in 
ur Sentiments concerning the Equality of 

| Sypremacy; But on the contrary he aſſerts the 
(i) Supremacy of the Father Alone in theſe 
expreſs words upon 1 Cor. 15, 26; © If there- 
fore, ſays he, all Things are put under Chriſt, 
« excepting Him who did put all Things under 
„ him; then He rules over all, but the Fa- 
8 © ther over Him; that in all reſpects there 
© may be One God, to whom all Things are 
8 © /ubjeft together with Chriſt himſelf, to whom 
t © the Father made every Thing ſubject except 
je © Himſelf : For this is what Chriſt declares 
be © in the Goſpel, confeſſing the Father to be 
E 5 « His God I aſcend unto my Father and to 
4 Jour Father, and to my God and your God; 
| © © John 20, 17. So that you have not the 
p- leaſt Appearance of any One Antient Chriſti- 
on an Writer being of Jour Sentiments in This 
he Point. But you are at laſt reduced to de- 
ir © pend upon mere Modern Authorities; as ap- 
ty bears in your remaining Citations, pag. 18. 

* See more below, on Qu. VI. 
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| neſs of his Glory, and the expreſs Image of 
| bis Perſon,) you alledged as a Proof that 


(1) E! & 7 mare vaorTraxTaA hut i © ονανν, ©», mar 
| Twy xeerel, d 5 6 rang. ve cv rig 4; gibs 4 ff, 0 51 TUITH 
Tee 0'ET Ob th i Xphores Y Th TRYT% , h, ev Fg; £0uTO. 

(Very like to theſe, are the Words of Novatian: Subjectis ei 

quali filio omnibus rebus a patre, ipſe cum his qua (lege, que) 
Ill ſubjecta ſunt, patri ſuo ſubji citur. De Trin. c. 31.] Tebre 8 
Viss son, ws d TH fd e. x ri dle Ka Fro en. 


Contr, Noet. p. 10. 


The Text, Heb: 1, 3, (being the Bright- p.18. i. 
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the Son is The One Supreme God. Now, be. 
ſides the whole Tenour of the Apoſtles Rea- 


ſoning in This Chapter, (God has ſpoken to 
us BY his Sou; whom he hath Appointed Heir i 
of all things, BY whom alſo he made the 
Mordes; and, God, even THY God, hath an. 
ointed thee:;,) and beſides the Reaſon of the 
Thing it ſelf, that the Image or Repreſentative Þ 
of the Oue Supreme God, cannot be himſelf That 
One Supreme God, whoſe Image or Repreſen- Þ 
| tative he is: Beſides This, I fay, the Autho- 
rity of Euſebius (1) had been urged againſt Þ 
you, who ſays ; „Ihe Image, and That of 
wich it is the Image, can never be underſtoul 
to be One and the ſame Thing, bat they are 


cc 
cc 


cc 


Two Beings, and Two Things, and Tue 
Powers.” Again: After the Father,” ſas 
(2) he, © we are taught to honour Chriſt al. 


(e 


ſo as God, upon account of God | the Fa. 


ther's 


(Tr) "Ov Ons ) 1 eib, 9224 79 8 281 1 E(%009, &y cel brd sr. 
votre. WANG Oo f ETicthi, as Ovo TRAY paTH, 54 de guyck beg. Con 
tra Marcel. p. 25. | 
3 (2) Ao O pores T rerige, ri xl au 608 deb vb 
460 Toy Cy GUT KOT oer Feov. 'Qs * cv Tea nds Berg A- tue, 
21g TY &£ T5 eg 306 770 044066) Peper Th wmwens *) © fg 
vv x; . ccc UT 00, £ic 4 6 Toma , N & be- (s 0 
Sc, ors TAO ut wnnbnc, xa 0 fm A g- r. iO 
sis U 0 x47 apPoripery & prgvev voswer©->, G6 ING gui. 
cel r e- %TW UH, x0 6 Wevory vs dig, bx a e Tow 
Need Tod & opel ru, cin, Ag Tow s Pics oe , ei TE aviryoge 
7%; 700 08078 Nec, Feoroitiruu TE g uro r % — i, 
uc Oe F255 GE cri pWOYer/EVNG Uicg av TUY Level. Tay 5; u 
Ouce⸗ eve tv bieg Koa Y YG α,ενονον˖e vr, 6. N 0 1 ir 
_ Tear» +) [lege Teors | Tov F£0v povory ens 0466, ce Als. rob re 
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« ther's] dwelling in him. For as the Image 


« of the King is honoured, with Reſpect to 


cc 


* well as the King Himſelf, there is till but 
* One Perſon honour'd, and not 'Two; (for 
© there are not Two Minges, one who is the 
prime and true Ning, and another appearing 


in the Image; but in Both there is one on- 
* ly underſtood, and ftiPd and honoured as 


Ning: So in like manner the ozly begotter 
* Son, who alone is the Image of the inviſible 


Goa, is juſtly, upon Account of Him whoſe 


% Similitude he bears, both called the Image 


= © if the Invifible God, and hath Divinity real- | 
ly derived to him from the Father... 
Wherefore he is by Nature both God, and 
- © alſo the only begotten Son. Nevetr- 
* © theleſs, though he is honour'd as being 
| © by Nature the only begotten Sou, and 
| © Our God; yet he is not the Supreme 
| © God, but the only begotten Son of the Su- 
| © preme God, and, on That Account, God. 


«* —— And becauſe he is the expreſs Image of 


| < the Father, he is juſtly ftiPd God in Scrip- 
| © ture; being dignified with This, as with 
Other Titles, by the Father; but ſtill 


* Recerving it, and not having it origt- 


9 © ES, | N \ "RIS 
Tay elfe , xo! T6 Fro E190 AdBovice rg rod arp Ne 
4 ** 5 * oy as Pr — \ / 

g u £0299 T6) F£00* Wicks £76 , x, To Ta04 Jy pack The Y 
Tyr ©» ou, $1054 Ts Hr ge, Tod wad £4UT 0 UVHEYG Kats 
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e,, Demonſt. Evang. lib, 5. C. 4. 


— 


« Him whoſe Impreſs and Similitude it bears; 
8 © and yet, though the Image is honoured as 


5 wk « nally 
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cc 


My 
* 


"4 


* 


; of the Unity of God. 


MP nally of himſelf. For the One Gives, and 


cc 


the Other Rece:zves. So that HE properly 


and ſtrictly is The One God, and the Only | 
One, who is both by Nature God, and re- 
* ceived not his Divinity from any Other: 
But the Son is honoured in the Second 


cc 


cc 
Place, as having received his Divinity 


40 


— 


riſon, there is but One Divinity conſidered 


4 in Both; and but Oe God, even He who is 
of Himſelf God by unoriginated and unbe- 
« gotten Divinity, and repreſented by his Son 


C 


A 


“e as by a Mirror and Image.” 


With regard to the Former of theſe Two ñ⁶ 
Paſſages, you © wzll not,“ you ſay, * be bound | 


* to vindicate every Expreſſion in Euſebius: 


But allowing for the Time when it was 
o& wrote, before the Senſe of thofe Word: 


[ golan Texypatre and d %]] U Axt, 


there may be nothing in all This,” that 


means any thing © more than We do by Tus 
« gGiſ/intt Perſons.” Be it ſo: Conſequently, 
by Two diſtinct Perſons, you muſt mean as 
much as They did by duo Selal, Jo Texyparo 
uo elles. But then ou, by adding what 


* Euſebius, Pierius, eAlexander, Niet hodi, 


* Origen,” and all the Other Antient Wri- 
ters, conſtantly diſclaimed, viz. an Equality 
of Supreme eAutbority in the Two Perſons; 
by This, I fay, you neceſſarily make, what 
The) never did, Two Supreme Gods, how ſoe- 
ver inſefarable or undivided as to their S- 
ſtaucè. 2 9 


from the Father, as being the Image o 
God ; So that, as in the foregoing Compa- 


You | 


. 
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Lou next endeavour to vindicate your Senſe P. 20. 
ef Heb. 1, 3, by a Paſſage of Origen cited 
in eAthanaſius, A little before (P. 17.) to 
help your Explication of Philipp. 2,6, you ci- 
ted O-rigen from the profeſſedly corrupt Latin 
XZ Tranſlation of Ruffinus; who, you know, 
declared (1) that he took the Liberty of 
3 caſting out or altering whatever he thought 
in Origens Works was not agreeable to the 
Opinions of Ruffins own Times. And Now 
you retreat to Athanaſius for Origen's Senſe up- 
on Anotker Text; who lived above an hun- 
Z dred Years after Origen's Death: ' Notwith- 
, ſtanding that ſo many of O igen own genuine 
/ © Writings remain at this Day. But, to pals 
this over: The Paſſage, as it now ſtands ci- 
ted in eAtharafizs, is nothing to your Purpoſe 
; þ gainſt ME. *Tis cited by Athanaſius, only 
to ſhow that Origez thought the Son to be / 


F | the Brightneſs of the Fathber*s Glory, as that 
„chere was (2) 20 Time when He was not. 4 


But it does act ſhow that Origen thought, (and 
there are innumerable Paſſages in his Works 


: | {till extant, which ſhow that he did zot think,) 
A | that the Son was therefore Himſelf The Ore 


Supreme God as well as the Father, or of 
„ equally Supreme Authority: Which is the Point 


1 ; . . 

| cc ö 
18 Queſtion. * Chriſt, ſays (3) he, 7s called 
55 (1) See below, on Query XIII. BK : 
al (2) And the ſame Author argues ſometimes from the Arg i- 
e butes of God, that there zever could be a Time when God 
7. had no Creatures to rule over. De Princip, lib. 1. c. 2. 
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Of the Unity of God. 
in Scripture The True Light. But as God, 
the Father of Him who is Truth, 7s the 
Superiour and Greater Truth; and the Fa- 


i 


0 


70 


«* 


6 


* 


Son Who ecells all Things that are pro- 
% duced, 1s himſelf as much or more ex- 


celled by the Father, than He himſelf 


be compared to the Father. For he is the 
Image of his Goodneſs, | not allowing him- 


perfect Goodneſs ;] and he is the Bright- 

meſs, not of God himſelf, but of his Glor), 
and of his eternal Light; and he is the 
Effluence, not of the Father, but of his 
& Tower, & c“. And the Learned (2) Hae- 
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ther of Wiſdom, i Superiour and more Ex- 

cellent than He that is Wiſdom; ſo does fle 
&« likewiſe excell Him in being the True Light” 
Again: He preſumes to ſay; (1) © The 


excells all other Things.—Yet he who, as 
being the living Word and Wiſdom, excels 
- ſuch and fo great Beings, [| Thrones, Do- 
minions, Angels,] in Eſſence, Dignity, Pow- . 
er and Divinity; is not in any Reſpect to 


{elt to be called The proper, abſolute and 5 


Ju. II. Of the Unity of Cold. 71 
tas obſerves Origen's Notion to have been, 
that © as much as the Sun itſelf is more 
* e glorious and excellent than the Rays 2 
« which it ſends forth from the immenſe 
« Sourſe of its Light; ſo much is the Father 
more excellent, and Szperzoar to the Son.” 
Lou your ſelf obſerve, that Origen *wasp,.. 
e much cenſur'd by many of the Catholicks ; 
ae but After his own Times.” Which is ver 
True. And for That Reaſon, becauſe he 
„ Was much cenſured After his own Times,” 

you ought not to have contended that he was 
2 himſelf of the ſame Opinions with Thoſe who 
= cenſured him. And becauſe he © was cen- 
( ſured But after his own Times”, you ought 
to have obſerved that there had been fome 
Change in Mens Notions concerning Theſe 
> Matters. 5 | LEN 

Dionyſus of Alexandria, Origen's Scholar, 
whom you produce alſo at Second hand 
)y out of Athanaſius, as favouring your Senſe of P. 
e the Text, Heb. 1, 3; is as full and direct 
5 Þ againſt your Notion, as his Maſter. Athana- 

* /5 cites him to ſhow that he thought the Son 
ol God to be eternal, as being the Brightneſs 
„f the eternal Light. Taking it for granted, 


that this Citation was from a genuine Piece; 
# ſtill Dionzſius is as far as poſſible, from draw- 
ay ing the ſame Inference which you deduce from 
„the Text; vis. that the Son is therefore 
„ Himſelf 7he One Supreme God, or equal in 
1 Supremacy to the Father. Very much on 


the contrary, B, whoſe Authority you 
2. cannot ſuſpect, „“ finds very great Fault 
; F 4+ * (1) With 


7² 


cc 


f N 7 «> \ 2 
» 


of the Unity of God. 


(i) with his Writings upon this Point, and 
takes him to be the firſt who laid the 


Foundation of the Anomean [or loweſt 


86 2 Doctrine. That he not only taught 
| 0 


* Difference of Perſons, but of Subſtauce 
* of the Son. That on this Account he err'd 
* more and more from the true Doctrine. — 
« And, beſides all this, that he ſpoke moſt 
„ indecently concerning the Holy Gh, ex- 


* 


* 


* 


6 ſhip, and eſteeming him to be of a created 
« and miniſterial Nature,” (2) Photius al- 
ſo teſtifies, that“ he aſſerted the Son of God 
to be a Creature and made, and that he 


< was not his proper Son by Nature, but 


e aliene to the Father in Eence. This is 
what you ought not to have concealed from 


our Reader, 3 

You alledge One Antenicene Writer more, 
for your Uſe of this Text; viz. Alexander 
Biſhop of Alexandria, the Perſon who excom- 


municated Arius, and occaſioned the Meeting 
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Qu. U. Of the Unity of God. 


pect, that if Any Ante-nicene Writer cou'd be 
brought to countenance your Notion, ſurely 
Inis Biſhop muſt be the Man. And yet no- 
2 thing leſs appears from all that remains of his 


ente to the Father.” But what is This to 
1 Arins himſelf declaring the Son to be 
Alexander's large Epiſtle, now extant in 
than a perfett Likene(s of the Son to the Fa- 


ther: Not an Equality of Supremacy, Domini- 
on, or neceſſary exiſtence ;, but ſuch a Likeneſs 


the 
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Writings. Lou cite him out of At hanaſius, 
declaring that the Son, © as being the perfect 
* Image and Brightneſs of the Father, is not 
&* [apo e TH goic | of an aliene or unlike Sub- 
the Purpoſe ? You might have alledged even 
[uado1@-] of a like Subſtance to the Father. 


Theodoret, ſhows that he aſſerted no more 


as can be of that which is Hegotten, to that 
© which is Unbegotten, He (1) obſerves, upon 


Viw TYY G@fpwelSTHY TYWND 


C 


of the Council of Nice. One might here ex- 


74 Of the Unity of Cod. 
the words (I and my Father are one, Joh. 10, 
30 that our Lord did not hereby intend L 
to declare, that he himſelf was the Father, 
e nor that their rwo diſtinct Subſoſtencies were | 
* one and the ſame Subſiſtence but that the 
* Son has derived from the Father, and pre 
ſerves in all reſpects, a perfect Likeneſs and 
Similitude of Nature to the Father.“ — 
That he is neither unbegotten, [as the Fa- 
cher,] nor made out of Nothing, | as all other 
rational and irrational Beings were,] buta 2 
“ middle Nature betwixt both; by which the 
Father of God-the-Word made all Things 
out of Nothing, the Word himfelf being 
* begotten of the Father. ——- — That, 
” being the expreſs and unvariable Image of 1 
the Father, he, as ſuch, muſt bear a perfet | 
Similitude in all Things to the Original [vis, Þ 
to the Father, ] (1) who is Greater, as our 
Lord himſelf has taught us, laying, my Fa- 
ther is Greater than I, And on this Ac- 
count we believe the Son, who is the 
Brightneſs of the Father's Glory, and the 
expreſs lmage of his Perſon, to have been 
always begotten of the Father. But let not 
any one take the Term ways, to imply 
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(1) The Greek ſeems br imperfect: But the Senſe of the |} 
Whole, is evident. | | 
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Qu. II. Of the Unity of God. 


« that he is unbegotten For no Words whatſo- 


ever, (neither Always, nor Before all Ages, 


„by which the Duration of his Exiſtence can 
« be expreſs'd, or any Other Words which 


| * can be thought on, amount to the ſame as, 


« Unbegotten. —— Wherefore the peculiar 
« Dignity of having no Cauſe of his Exiſt- 


« ence, muſt be reſerved to the unbegotten 


« Father: And due Honour is to be given to 


the Son, in acknowledging his Generation 


* from the Father to be without Beginning 


« of Time: Honouring him, as I ſaid before, 


« and aſcribing to him in a pious ſenſe Thoſe 
Characters, He was always, and before all 
Ages. Not diminiſhing from his Divinity, 


but declaring that he is the expreſs [mage 


and perfect Similitude of the Father: Yet 
* reſerving to the Father only, the peculiar 
* Dignity of being Unbegotten ; Agreeably to 
* our Saviour's own Words, my Father is 
“Greater than I.” Here is, in all This, no- 


| thing agreeable to Tour Notion. And the 


Reader may well be ſurprized, to find you 


alledging ſo many Ancient Writers, in ſupport 


of a Notion directly oppoſite to the Senſe of 


their Whole Writings, 


75 


You add a Number of Poſt-Nicene Writers ; 5. 21 


Which as they are intended only to make a 
Show, and to amuſe an ignorant Reader, you 


will not expect I ſhould take any Notice of 


them, 


But 


76 Of the Unity of Cod. 
P. 22, But © rhe Ante-Nicene Writers, you ſay, all 
& declare that the Son is not excluded from be- 

ing The One God, but is included and com- 

© prehended therein“ So that * though The 3 

*« One God PRIMARILY denotes the Fa- 

P. 53, . © ther, yet“ the Son is equally © Supreme, Su- 5 

* preme in the ſtrid Senſe,” God © in the 7 

| « ſame Senſe, and in as HIGH a Senſe, as * 

P. 12 © the Father bimſelfſ.“ And © as often as the * 

Primitive Writers ſpeak of Father and Son 

* Topetber, as the one God, in the Singular; 

they bear Witneſs to this Truth” How 

great a Miſtake This is, will appear by exa- 
mining the Particulars, ; 

The firſt that ſeems to ſpeak in the manner 

you repreſent, is (1) Tertullian; who, in his 

(2) Apology, ſays that the Son of God 1s 

God of [or from] God, and that the Father 

and Son are both [unus] © One God.” And 

ſtill further he ſays, in his Book againſt Prax- 

eas, (which yet, you muſt remember, was 

writ by him when he was a Montaniſt,) that 

« the (3) Three Perſons are one God.“ Yet 

when he comes to explain himſelf, it appears 

his Notion was This only, that he imagined 

the Son of God, to be derived or extended 

from the Infinite Fullneſs of the Father's Sub- 


1) Irenæus and Athenagoras, whom you mention firſt, [ 
ſhall! have occaſion to conſider preſently. 

(2) C. 21, | = 

(3) Tres crediti unum Deum fiſtunt. Adv. Prax. c. 31. Ita- 
que duos & tres Jam jactitant a nobis prædicari. cap. 3. Duos 
quidem definimus, Patrem & Filium, & Fam Tres cum Spiritu 
Sancto. cap. 13, | | 


flance, 


Patrem facientem. ibid. c. 15. 


Qu. 11. Of the Unity of Cod. 


ftance, as a Ray of Light is from the immenſe 
Body of the Sun. So that He apprehended 


the Son to be a ſmall (1) Part of the Sub- 
{tance of God; and one God with the Father, 
only as communicating partially of his (2) 


| Sutftance, and of his Power, which he exer- 


ciſeth by the Father's (3) Mil, and in Sub- 


jection to him; acting, both before and after 


his Incarnation, in the Name and by the Power 
and Authority of the Father. And upon this 


Diſparity of the Son to the Father, (directly 
contrary to your Notion of an Equality ix 


Supreme Authority,) as well as upon his Nott- 


on of Conſubſtantiality, does he ground his 


Denial of (4) Two Gods. Far therefore from 
affirming the Son to be himſelf “ The One 
*« Supreme God,” he expreſsly (5) condemns 


(i) Chm radius ex ſole porrigitur, portio ex ſumma; - 
nec - ſeparatur ſubſtantia, ſed extenditur: Ita de Deo Deus. 
Apol. c. 21. Again: Pater tota ſubſtantia eſt, filius vero deri- 


eſt. Sic & pater alius a filio, dum filio Major. Adv. Prax. 
c. 9. Again, Et ut PORTIO aliqua Totius. cap. 26. | 


(2) Deus Dei, tanquam ſubſtantiva res, non erit 1PSE DEUS, 


ſed haftenus Deus, quia Ex ipſius Dez ſubſtantia, que & ſub- 
ſtantiva res eſt, & ut PORT7O aliqua totius. Adv. Prax. c. 26. 

(3) Nihil facientem fine Patris voluntate, omnem à Patre 
conſecutum poteſtatem. Cum autem ſubjecta erunt 
ili omnia, utiq; abſq; eo qui ei ſubjecit omnia, tunc & ipſe 
ſubjicietur illi, qui ei ſubjecit omnia, ut fit Deus omnia in om- 
nibus. Videmus igitur non obeſſe Monarchiæ filium. ibid. c. 4. 
Again: Filius operatus eſt ſemper, ex auctoritate Patris & vo- 
luntate; quia filius nihil a ſemetipſo poteſt facere, niſi viderit 


(4) Ergo, inquis, duo Dj predicantur. Si ho- 
mines per fidem filios Dei factos, Deos ſcriptura pronunciare non 
umuit; ſcias illam multo magis Vero & Unico Dei Filio, Dei 
nomen contuliſſe. ibid. c. 13. | | 


(5) Ipſe Deus, Dominus omnipotens, Jeſus Chriſtus prædi- | 


By. bid, c. 3, 
that 


vatio totius & Portio; ſicut ipſe profitetur, quia pater major me 
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tis, viſibilem vero filium agnoſcamus pro Modulo Derivationis. 


ſubſtantiæ ſummam quz eſt in cœlis; radium autem ejus tole- 


Of the Unity of God. 


that Notion in his Adverſary, as being in con- 


ſequence equivalent to affirming him to be the 


Father Himſelf. He adds further, that the Fa. 
ther is (1) © inviſible, on Account of the Fullzeſs | 
« of his divine Majeſty ; but the Soz viſible, 
as being a derivative Part only: Juſt as we 

are not able to look upon the vaſt Body of 
the Sus in the Heavens, but are able to 
look upon a Ray which is a ſmall Part 
emitted from it upon the Earth.” Nay, 
He preſumes ſo far as to ſuppoſe the Genera- 
tion of the Son to be, not only by the (2) 
Will of the Father, but (3) Temporar) : 
And, inſtead of Generated, he ſometimes uſes 7 
even the word (4) Made. And when he 
fays that thoſe Words, I and my Father are 


< 


(1) Inviſibile n patrem intelligamus pro plenitudine majeſta- 
Sicut nec Solem nobis contemplari licet, quantum ad ipfam 


ramus oculis, protemperatura Portionis quæ in terram inde por- 


(2) Sermo & ſpiritus, qui cum Sermone de patris Foluntate 
natus eſt. Adv. Prax. c. 27. #2} 

(3) Ante mundi conſtitutionem, ad uſq; filii genera- 
tionem deus erat ſolus, ipſe ſibi & mundus & Locus & 
omnia. Adv. Prax. c. 5. Again : Pater Deus eſt; non tamen 
ideo pater ſemper, quia Deus ſemper: nam nec pater potu! 
eſſe ante filium ; fuit autem tempus, cum filius non fuit. 
Adv. Hermog. c. 3. | B | 

(4) Quale eſt ut filio Dei, ſermone unigenito & primogenito, 
aliquid fuerit præter patrem antiquius, & hoc utiq; generofius; 
nedum quod innatum nato fortius, & quod infectum facto 
validius? Quia quod, ut eſſet, nullius eguit Auctoris, multo 
{ublimius erit eo, quod, ut eſſet, aliquem habuit auctorem. 101d 
c. 18. Again: Habes ſophiam, prior autem abyſſo genita ſum, 
dicentem ; ut credas abyſſum quoq; genitam, id eſt, factam; quia 
& filios facimus, licet generemus. Nihil intereſt facta an nata 
fit abyſſus, dum initium detur illi. ibid. c. 32. | 


One, 


( 


cu. H. Of the Unity of God 79 
ore, do (1) © equalize” and join together 
the two Perſons ; he expreſsly explains him- 

ſelf to mean, not that the Son is equally Su- 


; MW 7reme with the Father, but that as the Son 

, ZE derives his Subſtance and Being from the Fa- 
ther, ſo their Unity is preſerved by the Fa. 
tber Love towards the Son, and the Son's 
) 8 Obedience to the Will of the Father, In how 
large a ſenſe Theſe Writers uſed the Word, 
; VE <aualize; appears from That of Tertullian, 
Where he ſays that Men © by Faſting are 
) RF © made Equal (2) to God; and That of 
: (3) Irenæus, where he ſays, that Man in This 
s Life © has received Grace in Part only, and 
e © 5s not yet Equal or Like to his Maker,” 

e The zext Author you refer to, is Clement p. 22. 


f Alexandria; who ſays (4) that our Lord is 
- © © the divine Word, really and manifeſtly God, 
” © equaliz'd tothe Supreme Lord of the Uni- 
- © © verſe, becauſe he was his Son, and the 
E (.) Uzam dicit, neutrali verbo; quod non pertinet ad ſin- 
© gularitatem, ſed ad Unitatem, ad fimilitudinem, ad conjuncti- 
„ © vnem, ad Dilectionem patris qui fillum diligit, & ad obſequiun- 
2 uli qui Voluntati patris obſequitur. Unum Sumus, dicens, ego 
Pater; oſtendit duos eſſe quos Æquat & jungit. Adv. Prax. 
. 22. | 
1 Concerning That Paſlage in Tertullian, Parem ſibi ſaciens, Cc. 
& See above, p. 31. 2 2 
KK (2) Tanta eſt circumſcripti victus prærogativa, ut Deum 
pfreſtet homini contubernalem, parem reverà pari. Si enim 
„ Deus zternus non eſuriet, ut teſtatur per Eſaiam; hoc erit 
ron Ag quo homo Deo Adæquatur, cum line pabulo vivit. De 
, 1 eJHN., c. 6. | | 
* (3) Qui ex parte acceperit Gratiam, & qui nondum qua- 
| Gs vel ſimilis fit Factori. lib. 2. P. 169. 
Pg 1 (4) 0 98. A, , 0 Pavepwraur®» ovrws Fee, 0 Ta d£o-moTy Tay 
| | #Awy .li 97. Ly 996 GUT 8, 2 N by Gy 76 Fea Admo- 
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"it, ad Gent. P. G8. 
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Of the Unity of Cod. 1 
* Word was in God.” Yet *tis plain He did | 
not hereby mean that Chriſt was himſelf 
«© The One Supreme God,” in © the ſame Senſe 
% andin as High a Senſe as the Father him. 
_& ſelf,” Becauſe the very Word, equalized, i 
implies an Exaltation, a Delegation or Com- 


munication of Power and Authority from Ano- | 
ther: Nor can it with Any Propriety be ſaid, 


that The One Supreme God is Equalized or 
Made equal to Another: Euſebius (1) ex- } 
preſſeth the Senſe of Clement, when he ſays 

that Chriſt is “placed on the ſame Throne 
& with the Father; that the Supreme | 
& God has placed him upon the Throne with 
« Himſelf,” and that he © ir honoured with 
« the. Father's Divinity ;” or, in our Lord's | 
own words, 7s ſat down with the Father on | 
His Throne, Rev. 3, 21; having Received | 
from the Father, Dominion over all Things, 
even all Power in Heaven and Earth. 

It muſt, however, be confeſſed, that in 
Clemens's firſt Writings, his Admonition and 
Pædagogue; there are ſome very ſublime Ex- 
preſſions, which, if taken Iterally, would fa- 
vour either yozr Notion, or the Sabellian. As 
when he ſays, © God and the Word are (2) 
* both one, [, one Thing] viz. God:“ And 
that (3) the God of the Univerſe, who ts 


(1) Eulper®©- 7% Tarr, Again: 6 evoratw Fic cpr Tat 
cler p, x4 war vier, £4uT2 gig Demonſtrat. Evang. lib. 5. 
cap. 3. TFaTpny FeoTurs rerπ ©», De Eccleſ. Theolog. lib. 3: 


C. 6. 0 
(2) E Auge, & Nel Pedag. lib. 1. c. 8. : 
(3) Ns £94 Ta ne x674Pxvic mo, Tay ov clan Je wa 
i105 tires, ry bor, o,² SIP Mon, bt, cu “ ibid. 


Ont 


Qu. II. Of the Unity of Cod. 
« One only, Good, Fuſt, and Maker of all 


« Things, is the Son in the Father,” But that 


preſſions, appears from Other Paſſages both in 
the /ame Books, and alſo more remarkably in 
his Later and larger Writings. Preſently af- 
ter the Paſſage, wherein he affirms the Word 


E Univerſe, he adds, that He (1) * ſprung from 
= © the Will of the Father.” Elſewhere he 
calls him the © Inſpector (2) of our Hearts, 
= © by the Will of the eAlmightz.”” And de- 
= clares in Words very ſtrong and expreſſive, 


in all other Diſpenſations, he (3) Miniſters 
S = © tothe WILL of the Father,” And that 
therefore he is the (4) © Second Cauſe, by whom 
i Þ © all Things were made according to the Will 
„ © of the Father.” And he repreſents him, 
(even under the Character (5) of“ God the 


. 


1 

1 () Ex aurn; avariingg Ts Taping G ðhν,t. Admonit. P. 69. 
= (2) To bee Inos, ] TW Tarroxpatogud FiAnwarst tio X0276) 

i- WW 7h; xepdins yay Stromat. 4. Concerning which words, See 

Dr. Clarke's Script. Dot. p. 294, 2d Edit. p. 326, 1ft, 
. Edition. 

| 


(3) Anwizpyes Sebi Terpor Admonit. P. 75, Oc ov . 


) 3 Spa NHC | arp S ẽauri exo», Pzdagog. lib. 1, c. 2. 
0 u uo, 1 Ta (10 V9 cron fc Ops p EXEC ATN, 1 77 air Bare HI. 
a u To N Ts FATS, Stromat. 7. P. 702. of oP iris u- 
1s | 2uTFtin Ter Gy 6 TRUYTWI xD, xa Wn νjνỹ 10 S c 


24 raren TO» FEA pert T&Tþ6 5: ibid. p. 703. Sc amtvrTw TwV 
— — / — / \ 1 "br _— 
| a abay, Ne 78 re lox e re- T AT g, £7560 bis xis ci 
ibid. p. 704. e Sẽ!r - Tarps x Th Ty FAYTWY Ga- 
Ties bid. . 
(4) Te, de, d, Hur eger [ 5709] ele & Trure iywero xwume Bg&An- 
| ©» 700 TT Stromat. 5. P. 598. Ok 


TO 4wiy Tod Fed Aoy/s Admonit. p. 74. Miro it T ghar For 


vitOmat, J. p. 711. 
. Ford) 


Theſe are indeed only highly Rhetorical Ex- 


= that in the Creation of the World, and 
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Of the Unity of Cod. 
« Mord,) joining in Hmus of Praiſe to the 
« Unoriginated and Only True Goa: ſtyling 
the Father thus ** The ozly 1714 God,” and 


elſe where, the (1) alone one God Supreme 
& gver al 


Son (in alluſion, I ſuppoſe, to Prov. 8, 22, 


literally his deliberate Opinion; the former 
Paſſages may poſſibly be accounted for, by an 
Oratorical Warmth and Zeal. But if the 
Former Paſſages be underſtood (as you ſup- 
poſe they ought) /zterall;; *tis manifeſt no- 
thing but a re Change of Sentiments could 
poſſibly lead him to chooſe the Latter Ex- 
preſſions: Which are ſuch, both in This and 
All the Other Primitive Writers, as perpetu- 


1 þ l LE g 3 p 8 
(1) Ou Nies x66 cdp £65 9%! Hor o TAvTYX py TO ibid. p. 733 
21 7 ; * i 7 / 1 — 
© T9 CYTL , ts, TUNTOKGGpTO(, 
> 
f 


| c ο Ag. bid. ibid.] 


SY ö 

(2) Erl 7 lie ade mwromngs 28 92g. Stromat. p. 591: 
Es 2 = t ¹ν 6 TArTKEA TW Ses g- ty 5 X&k T9 age, 60 
| a 50 , ν,E — 18: 7 674 £579 6 Dice, & Ry 50 
ATV TO ee, , ＋ fee Verar * bd 2-6. Tae, Counts 
6X63; To, Cv &P2/4 £ZC4TEY 0 wJicg TO WſUVYy lth Ivy 13" Strom 
lib. 6. p. (44. 

(3) Cod. 109. 


\ '4 N / 


{ 4) Ty i 45 $7.04 et. 1bid, 
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J. Nay, he preſumes to ſtyle the 


„ the (2) Wiſacn wiich God tirſt created” ii 
Upon Account of which Expreſſions, he is 
cenſur'd by (3) Phet ius: Who tells us more- MW. 
over, that in his Fypotypoſes, which were the MW 
Laft of his Writings, he (4) depreſſed the Son 
into the Raik of Creatures: Which yet per- 
haps may be nothing more, but his Applica- M 
tion of That Text, Prov. 8, 22, according to 
the LXX. If now theſe latter Paſſages, Þ 
which I have cited out of Clement, contain | 
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Qu. II. Of the Unity of Cod. 83 
ally force you into the abſurd Inconfiſtency 
of confounding a Priority of mere Oraer, 
(which expreſſes a: perfect Co-ordination Of 

8 Perſons equally Supreme in Authority,) with a 

= Subordiaation of Authority and Dominion, 

ES (which is the Character of Perſons not equally 

= Sopreme 1# aAwtierity.) ĩð on 0 
| Three other Writers, whom you refer to P. 22, 
„as © ſpeaking of Father and Son together as 

e De One God; and from whence you in- 
fer, that they thought the Son co be himſelf 
Toe one Supreme God: viz. Origen, Lattanti- 

us, and Euſebius: are evident Inſtances, how 
range an Aluſe may be made of Quotations 
and Second-hand Repreſentations. For Theſe 
Three Writers do, of All Antiquity, molt 
clearly, fully, and expreſsly inſiſt, throughout 
their Whole Works, on the direct contrary 

to your Notion ; as I have ſhown at large (1) 
above, The ſingle Paſſage of Origen, cited firſt 

by Dr. Clarke, which (I ſuppoſe) you here refer 

to, and which you cite afterwards more than 

x. once; is That, where he ſays; © we (2) 

1d © worlbip therefore; in the mauner I have 

u. explained, Oue God, the Father, and the 
Son.“ Whether Origen in this Place applies 

; the Words, Ore God, to the Father {ingly, or 

% to the Father and Son together, (which he no 

% where elſe does,) is not clear; the Paſſage 
admitting either Senſe. But be that as it will, 
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it is in Nezther Senſe at all to Jour Purpoſe, For 
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Origen in this very place explains at large, 


Of the Unity of Cod. 


both how the Father and Son are Ore, and alſo 


what fort of Worſhip is (in his Opinion) to be | 


paid to the Son: Which you ought to have ta- 


ken Notice of. Upon Oyigen's having aſſerted 
the Worſhip of One God, Celſus objects, that, 
beſides the Ore God, Chriſtians worſhipped 
moreover Another Perſon, who had appeared 
lately in the World, and was the Miniſter of 
the One Supreme God. To this, Origen re- 
plies: © Had Celſus underſtood That Expreſ- 
<« fion, I and the Father are One, I, Unum, 


* one Thing;\ and That Prayer of the Son 
of God, that they may be one, even as we 
« are one, he would not have thought that we 
« worſhipped any other befides Him who is 
„ God fupreme over all: For, ſays he, the 
„Father is in me, and I in the Father. Now 
jf any one ſhall hence be afraid leſt we ſhou'd 
go over to the Opinion of Thoſe who deny 
the Father and Son to be two diftin& Sub- 
ſiſtencies, let him confider That Text, al/ 
« that believed were of one Heart, and ef 
« one Sgu; and then he will perceive the 


Meaning of this, I and the Father are one.” 


Immediately after which, follows the Paſſage 
above recited, The Senſe of the Whole there- 
fore plainly is, that Chriſtians, worſhipping 
the Father and the Son, ſtill worſhipped but 
oe God, becauſe they worſhipped the Fathe; 


By or Throngh the Son. For ſo Origen gocs 
on, in That very place, 4/7zuHly and expreſs 


5 to explain Uimtell. 5 The Father and the 


L Son, 
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Qu. II. Of the Unity of God. 7s 


« Son, ſ#)s (1) be, are Two Things in Sub- 


* ſiſtence ; but in Concord, Agreement, and 


“ Sameneſs of Will, they are One. We 


* worſhip therefore the Father (2) of Truth, 
* and the Son who is Truth: Putting up 


* our (3) Prayers TO the one Supreme God, 
*T7HROUGH his only begotten Son; en- 
treating Him as our High-Prieft and the 
% Propitiation for our Sins, to offer up our 


% Prayers 70 Him who is the Supreme God 
* over all.“ Further, to ſhow that he had 


no Thoughts of what you would have your 
Reader infer from his Words; he expreſsly 
affirms it, a little after, to be the (4) Chriſti- 
an Doctrine, © that the Son is not Superior, 
but Inferior to the Father; agreeably to 
* our Lord's own Words, The Tather that 


_* ſent me, is Greater than IJ. 


35 


Y 


The Next Author is Ladtantius. Whoſe P. 22. 


Words, which you refer to, had you cited at 
large, you would have needed no other Con- 


| | 0 5 — e | / & 
(i) Tov Tarps xc! Toy vey, dure duo TH wrt rt x ᷑H, fy 
, 9 Ty Tv Puvic, 2 Ty TAUTITYTE r SEA MUBTO, Adv. 


*) Ty eee, 
Cell, P. 386. | „ 

(2) Whence he concludes that the Father is [wider ον] 
4 Greater Truth. Comment. in Joh. P. 70. Which, to ſhow 
the true Spirit of Controverſy, his Adverſaries ſo repreſented, 
as if he had faid that the Son of God, when compared with 
the Father, is a Lie. Auguſtin Hæreſ. 43. 


(3) See the Words. cited above, p. 42. See alſo above, p. 10, 


&23, and below on Query XVII. 


(4) Papww my deer, 5% if rep red TeTp06, GAN wand eee per · 36 
T%T0 AY oyurs, GuT® eib fu £6770vT 70, 0 vamp, „ Tim yas wot, 


wig ws ba Adv. Cell, P. 388. 
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36 of the Unity of God. 
futation. (1) © Now (ſays he,) let us teach 
* [the Chriſtian Doctrine] concerning he | 


Dit). When we lay that the Father is | 
God, and the Son is God, we do not ai. | . 


* nate or ſeparate them from each other ; 
* becauſe the Father cannot be without the | 1 
cc 2 


_ © Son, nor the Son be ſeparated from the Fa. 2 
ther; - ſince neither can the Father be called 
Father without the Son, nor the Son be 
© begotten without the Father. Sceing there. 
fore the Relation of Father makes the Re-. 
* larton of Son, and the Relation of Son 
makes the Relation of Father; there is 
One Mud, One Spirit, One (2) Sulſlance i in 
« Both. But the one [the Father] is as an e- 
« uberant Fountain, the other Uthe Son | as a 


* 
r 
= 

* 


* 


(1) Nunc de Litate doceamus. - Cùm dicimus deum pa- 
trem, & dcum filium, non diverſum dicimus, nec utrumque 
ſecernimus, quia nec pater fine filio poteſt, nec filius a patre ſe- 
cerni; ſiqudem nec pater ſine filio nuncupari, nec filius poteſt 
line patre generari. Cum igitur & pater filium faciat, & filius 

| patrem; una utriq; Mens, unus Spiritus, was? : 

* Whether the Word Su%ftantia cit; fed He quaſi exuberans fons eſt 
Subſtantia, be here ta- hic tanquam defluens ex co rivus; ille tanquam 
ken in che Metaphyſi- Sol, hic quali Radius a ſole porrectus. Quig 10- 
cal Senſe, is not very mam $4729 patri & Fidelis & Carus eſt, non ſe— 
certain. See above, p. paratur, ficut nec xivus a fonte, nec Radius 2 So- 
CS, le. Proptore uti exemplo libet. Cum 
| quis habet filium, quem unicè diligit, qui tamen 
ſit in Domo & manu Patris; licet ei Nomen domini, poteſta- 
temq: Concedat; civili tamen jure & domus una, & unus do- 
minus nominatur, Sic hic mundus, una Dei domus eſt; & f- 

nus ac pater, qui unanimes incolunt mundum, Deus Unzze, quia 
& unus eft tanguam duo, & duo tanquam unus. Neque id 
mirum; cùm & filius fit in Patre, quia pater diligit filium, & 
pater in filio, quia valuntati patris fideliter PA RE T, nec un- 

quam faciat aut fecerit, niſi quod pater aut Voluit, aut J Us 

SIT. De vera Sap. Fry 4 L. 29. P. 446, 447. See abotes 

2. 5 5, & 63. 

(2) See above, p. 58. 
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Qu. II. of the Umty of God. 

« Stream running out of it: The one is as 
* the Sun, the other as 4 Ray extended from 
ce the Sun. Who, becauſe he is Faithful and 
Dear to the Supremé Father, is not ſepara- 
(0 
« ſeparated from the Fountain, nor the Ray 
* from the Sun. — 1 will uſe a ſtill more fa- 


e miliar Inſtance. When any one has a Son, 


% whom he entirely loves, who is in the Fa- 
emily, and under Subjection to his Father; 
« though his Father inveſts him with the 
& Title and Power of Lord, yet in the legal 
« and civil Acceptation 'tis ſtill but one Fa- 
« mily, and one Lord. So this whole World, 
« is the one Family of God; and the Son 
c and Father, who dwell together in Con- 
« cord, are One Gad, becauſe One is as the 
„two, and the two as One. And no won- 
« der; ſeeing the Son is in the Father, be- 
* cauſe the Father loves the Son; and the 
« Father is in the Son, becauſe the Son 


; « faithfully Obeys the Will of the Father, nor 
| *© does he or ever did any thing, but what 


© it was the Father's Vill and Command that 


0 


* 


adds; (1) There is One only Supreme God, 
* who is unoriginated; becauſe he is the 


«4 Original of Things; and in him, both the 


(i) Unus eſt ſolus ———Deus ſummus, carens origine; quia 


iple eſt origo rerum: & in co ſimul & filius, & mia conti- 


nentur. Quapropter cum mens & voluntas alterius in altero 
eſt, vel potius una in utroque; merito anus Deus uterq; ap- 
dellatur.— Non poteſt igitur ille Summus ac Singularis 
Deus, niſi per Filium, coli. ibid. | 


G 4 | wh $57 


ted from him, even as the Stream is nor 


he ſhould do”, And preſently after, he 


88 
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f the Unity of Cod. 


c 
F 
0 


fore ſince the Mind and Wil. of the One is 
in the Other, or rather one Mind and Will 
is in Both; they are both rightly ſtiled One 


cc tore, Cannot be rightly worſhipped, but 
« Through his Son,” * 


This is the Sum of Lædtantius's Notion; 


— 


rent. He thought, according to the Philo- 
lophy of thoſe Times, that the Son was ori- 


ginally contained mentally in God, (as he 


thought Angels alſo were, ) and that he (1) 
was emitted Cut of him, and generate 7 


ö (87710), as ſome of the Antients expreſs it) 


by an u of the Father before the Creation 
of the World, into a real ſubb/ting Perſon ba- 


wing Life in himſelf, and ſtiled The Word as 


being the Revealer of the Will and Doctrine 


(i) Quod ille Magiſter futurus eſſet Poctrina Dei 


quod ipſum primò locutus eſt, ut per eum ipſe ad nos loque- 


retur; — merito igitur Ser uo & verbum Dei dicitur; quia Deus 


rocedentem de ore {uo vocalem Spiritum, quem non utera 
ed Mente conceperat, inexcogitabili quadam Majeſtatis ſux 
Virtute ac potentia, in Eſfigiem, quæ proprio ſeuſu ac ſapientia 
vigeat, comprehendit. Ne vera Sap. lib. 4. S. 8. Pag. 371. A 
gain: Deus Machinator conliitutorg, rerum, antequam præcla- 
rum hoc opus mundi adoriretur, fanctum incorruptibilem Spi— 
ritum genuit, quem filium nuncuparet. 24d. $. 6. Y. 364. A4- 
gain: Cum eflet Deus ad excogitandum prudentiſlimus, ad fa- 
ciendum ſolertiſſimus; antequam ordiretur hoc opus Mundi, 
quoniam pleni & conſummati boni fons in ipſo erat, ut 
ab eo Bono tanquam rivus oriretur longeq; proflueret, pro- 


#4xit ſimilem ſui Spiritum, qui eſſet Virtutibus dei patris præ- 


duus: Deinde fecit alterum, in quo indoles divine ſtirpis non 


permanfit. De Orig. Error, lib. 2. c. 8. 


ä 1 


Son and ] Things are contained. Where- f 


God. —The Supreme and only God there- 


rer CS = 


4 _ 


very agreeable to the forecited Paſſages of 
Origex. And how little he thought Of an 
equal Supremacy of Authority, is very appa- 


Qu. H. Of the Unity of Cd. 89 
of God. On Account of their inſeparable 
Unity, and the Love of the Father to the Son, 
and the entire Sabjection and Obedience of the 
Son to the Will and Commands of the Fa- 


| ther, they are in effect (according to Lac tau. 
| tins) One God; the Father acting in all 
Things by the Son, and having (1) giver 
to him (what he did not aſſume to Him- 
ſelf) the Title and Power of Lord and of 


. 1 | p 
The next Writer you alledge, is Euſebius; p. 22. 


whom you cite out of Socrates (a very par- 


tial Hiſtorian,) acknowledging © Oze God in 


bree Hypoſtaſes.” In what ſenſe Exſebizs 


may poſſibly be ſuppoſed to have uſed theſe 
Words, conſiſtently with his kzown Notions in 
theſe Matters; is not here material to inquire. 


(1) Ille verò exhibuit Deo fidem; docuit enim quod unus 
Deus fit, eumq; ſolum coli oportere; nec unquam ſe ipſe De- 
um dixit, quia non ſervaſſet fidem, fi miſſus ut Deos tolleret & 
Unum aſſereret, induceret Alium præter Unum. Hoc erat, non 
de Uno Deo facere præconium; nec ejus qui miſerat, ſed ſuum 
proprium negotium gerere; ac ſe ab eo, quem illuſtratum vene- 
rat, ſeparare. Propterea, quia tam fidelis extitit, quia ſibi nihil 
prorſus aſſumſit, ut mandata Mittentis impleret; & ſacerdotis 
perpetui dignitatem, & Judicis Poteſtatem, & Regis ſummi 
honorem, & D El nomen accepit. i. e. Chriſt was faithful 
to God; for he taught that there is but One God, and that He 
only is to be worſhipped. Nor did he ever call Himſelf God; 
becauſe he had not been faithful, if, being ſent to take quay the 
Many Gods, and to declare the One, he had introduced any other 
beſides the one. For this would have been, not preaching the 
One God, nor doing the Work of Him that ſent him, but his own 
Work? and ſo he would have ſeparated himſelf from Him, whom 
be came to declare. Now becauſe he was ſo Faithful, and aſ- 
ſumed nothing to himſelf, but only performed the Commands of 
Him that ſent him ; therefore he was inveſted with the Dignity 
of an everlaſting High Prieſt, the Honour of a Supreme King, the 
Power of a Judge, and the Name [Lor Title) of GOD. Lactant. 


lb. 4. c. 14. 
| But 
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But Who could have imagined you would 
ha ve deſcended fo low, as to cite (1) Socra. 


tes for the Sentiments of Euſebius, whoke 


own: very large Works are extant at This 


P. 22. 


P. 53, 57. 


Day? 


Irenæus, eAthenagoras, and Hippolytus, 
whom you here likewile refer to, as © Hen. 
« ing of the Father and Son together, as The 
One God,” do in reality fay nothing like it, 
The Paſſages you bring from the two former, 
{hall be conſidered preſently. That which 
you here cite from (the uncertain Authority 
of) Hippolytzs, is not To your Purpoſe, but 
really againſt it. Inſtead of ſpeaking of Fa. 
ther and Son together as being (in your 
Senſe) The One, The One Supreme God, 
God “ in the ſame equally High Senſe ;” he 
{peaks that which 1s utterly inconſiſtent with 


n. For though he ſeems to aim at including 


the Son and Spirit, in ſome Senſe, in the Oe 
God; yet at the ſame time he expreſsly al- 


(1) Petavius makes the following Remark upon this Paſſage 
of Socrates, Socrates fals0, atq; etiam imperite, catholicun 
Euſebium fuiſſe probat ex eo, quod ## tv cy Tp warou ric 
. e eſt. Quod eſſe Commentitium, ex iis conſtat quz 
hactenus retuli. “ Socrates falſely and ignorantly pretends that 
** Euſebius was Catholick, in that he profeſſed one God in thre 
* Hypoſtaſes; The Falſity of which appears from what I hav! 
© Already related.” De Trinir. lib. 1. c. 12. And Nicephorus 
Callixti obſerves upon the ſame Hiſtory of Socrates, relating 
to Eujebius; roms #, £75p0 Tonęcbr ng cap ibelg, Ou Y α 
22 Ts O- Eve T7 OpeT 6ST ici £4 5 Beruwny 4 pad 
au sit Toy dc ter . 4 xe NN A $XXA1NTIZ & TO00T EY T&3,4 v7 ti 
AnDev, 1 MHAAAGY £77203; Glace 6 Socrates, in producing theſe and 
© other Things, endeavours to prove Euſebius to be Orthodox. 
Formy Part, | could with he was fo, but the Catholick Church 
has eſteemed otherwiſe of him; whoſe Judgment we 01g! 
rather to follow.“ jd, apud Peta p. | | 


La ”. 


* 


cribes 


qu. II. of the Unit of Cod 


a cribes to the Father, not (as you do) a “ Pri- 
. © ority of Order” only, but a real Supremacy 


always remember) 1s indeed the only material 
Point in Qleſſion between us. His Words are: 
(1) © There is but 9ze God; For it is the Fa- 


4%* OBETS, &c. And, to ſhow that he did 
mediately : (2) For by this Trinity the 


* Willed, and the Son who eActed thereupon.” 


© oAs he willed to beget him.” And, He is 
(4) < ſubject (lays he) to the Father, as to 
« bis God,” Again: (5) WH will not d. 
« clare that there is but one God?” Which 


ig one God in vobom We ought to truſt, who 
« is unoriginated, impaſſible, immortal, doin 

% all Things AS he Wills, aud HH EN be 
« Wills? And he ſhows preſently after, (7) 


(1) Ei; Yup £54 0 Foc! G 725 * % UT), 0 5 CS big, 
7D ) TUWeTiGev + ien 118 & Contra Noet. p. 16. 

(2) Az Leb 755 ed me r Go ce S cru Vb 301. 
Auen, vis elner. {Which | is the ſame as what he ſaid juſt be- 
fore; Tar 25 Y, A005 TFOTEMES . 15.) 

435 Orig S 5 F205 T&Tul inc es, a; n$eanoer P.1 8. 

LEY Ilavray xparti, hurod 5 6 TuTHYp gar 59% en 9 Jeon W(ha6- 
e. P. 10. 

(5) Tis yup 5% 80675 0 F500 804 tis Ness 0 Teryp P. 


ay 


t 5 


res YT TOW), Ws JAS, Y , 74 Fears . 
00 . 13. | 


of Authority and Dominion; which (you muſt 


* ther that COMMANDS, the Son that 
not mean what you pr etend, he ſubjoins im- 
* Father is glorified ; for it is the Father who 


Which Son, or Word, he afterwards tells you, 
© the Father begat, widen he (3) willed, and 


% OneGod, is the Father.” Again: (6) There 


how the Father created all Things by the 


(6) Ele Nag Seeg £ 2 w „ Ser rege, CAN &rfervnrec, 2705, FLY | 


Word, 
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2 Word, whom he begat, or emitted from him. 


ate the World By Him. Are Theſe, Argu— 


P. 53, 


Citation, appears neareſt, of any in his whole 


your 34th Page, upon another Occaſion, where 
it ſhall be taken notice of in its Place. The 
| Proofs you here rely on, are contained in the 


* ded from being the One Supreme God.” And 


Of the Unity of Cod. 
felf, before the Creation, and in order to cre. 


ments that he thought the Son to be, in your 
Senſe, himſelf © zhe One Supreme God? God 
& in the ſame and in as HIGH a Senſe as the 
Jͤͤ 8 

I proceed to Jrenæus; who, you fay, © ex- 
* prefsly declares that the Son is not excly- 


vw 2 th AC L 


where does he declare fo ? The Paſſage which 
at firſt Sight, and when ſtanding alone in a 


Works, to ſuch an Aſſertion; is what you 
Here mention act at all, but afterwards in 


following Paſſages. Jrenæus (1) fays, that 
* the Whole Scriptures declare the One and 


On God, excluding all others, to have made 


© all Things by bis Word,” This is your own 


Tranſlation. And your Remark upon it, is; 
Others are excluded, but not his Word, t bai 


< is, his Son, by whom he made all Things,” 


The Senſe of Treuæus then, according to 1%, 
is This; that The Oze and O., God, the Ha- 


ther and the Son, made all Tyings by bis Word 


or Son. Belides ; you do not conſider the 
Abſurdity of ſappoſing all Things to be made 


. LA by or through The One Sepreme Gods 


(1) Univerſæ Scripturæ. Anm & ſolum Deum, ad excli- 
dendos alios, prædicant omygia feciſſe per Verbæm ſuum. Lib. 2. 


Which 


6. 46. P. 172, Grab. 


Qu. II. Of the Unity of Cod. 

Which end, BY or Through, in This Kirid of 
Conſtruction, where one Perſon 1s ſaid to ack 
| BY another, neceſſirily ſuppoſes Miniſtration, 
which is inconſiſtent with Supremacy. And 
| accordingly Irenæus, with all the Ancients 
| unanimouſly, ſays that God COMMANDED 
the WORD, when he made all things BY 
im; (See above, p. 19.) And he frequently 
&clares expreſsly the Lathes to be the (1) on- 
ly Go Almighty Cor Supreme over al,] the (2) 
one and only true God And ſets forth 5 1 
| ſhall ſhew further hereafter,) the Subjection 
of the Son to the Father, in — ſtrongeſt and 
moſt expreſſive Terms. 

You add, that Jrenæus ſays ; * God made all x. 23. 
Things by HIMSELF, interpreting HI M- 

3 8E LE by bis Word and by his Miſdom; 
that is, 575 Son and the Holy Spirit.” 

The firf (3) Part of the Paſſage you 3 
cite, is in the 55th Chap. of the 2d Book ; 
Where Ireneus ſays, that “the One only God, 
= © the Maker of all Things, —who is the Fa- 
| * ther, made them By Himſelf, that is, by 
« bis Word, and by his Wiſdom.” The Words 


| ( 1 Mer S- Neos rer ronꝗ TW, lib. 1. e. 5 A 79. 
(2) Unum & Solum verum Deum. 1b. 4. c. 69. Again; 
| Solus Unus Deus Fabricator. Lib. 2. c. 55. 
| (3) Fecit ea per ſemetipſum; hoc eſt, per verbum, & per ſa- 
pientiam fuam. And à little before: Ipſe a ſemetipſo fecit li- 
bere, & ex ſua poteſtate, & diſpoſuit & perfecit omnia, & eſt 
lubſtantia omnium FVoluntas ejas. Solus hic Deus invenitur, qui 
: omnia fecit, ſolus omnipotens, & ſolus Pater, condens & fact- 
ens omnia verbo Virtutis ſus, & omnia aptavit & diſ- 
poſuit ſapientia ſua, & omnia capiens, ſolus autem à nemine 
capt poteſt. Thus alſo Hermas; 1pſe capax Univerſorum, ſolus 
Weng: ft. lib. 2. Mandat, 1. 


are 


1d 
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are plainly an Alluſion to, and a Paraphraſe of 
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Iſaiah 44,24, The Lord that maketh all Things, 
& that ftretcheth forth the Heavens — by My- 


* ſelf” Which words Ireners ſo underſtands, 


as to ſignify, not that the Father did all in 


his own Perſon, but by the Miniſtry [ 1nenar- 


rabile Miniſterium] of his Son and Shirit, by 


whom the Will of the Father is as pundFually 
performed, as the if a Man is by his Own 


Hands. Whereas, on the contrary, many of 


the Antient Hereticks fancied the World to 


have been made by Angels far remote from 
God, and not acting in immediate obedience to 


his Will, The Second Part of the Paſſage 


you cite, is in the 37th chap. of the 4th Book: 
Where Irenens ſays; (1) “ God has always 
* preſent with him his Word and Wiſdom, 
* the Son and Spirit, By whom, and in whom, 
* he made all things according to his own 
„Free Will and Pleafure.” In which Paſſage 


he plainly aſcribes {as he does every where 
_ elſe) to the Father Alone, the whole Supreme 


Power and Authority; And both in Theſe and 


the preceding Words, repreſents the Son and 


Spirit to be as it were God's Hande, by whoſe 
miniſtration He (according to bis own free Il 
and Pleaſure) forn'd and faſbion'd the World; 
naving firſt (as he intimates in the lines pre- 
lently following,) produced © the C2) Sub- 


(1) Adeſt ei im ei ſemper verbum & ſapientia, filius & Spi- 
ritus, per quos & in quibus omnia livers & Sponte fecit. Lib. 
4. . 37. . 3 

(i) Ipſe a ſemetipſo ſulſtantiam Creaturarum acc 


Ppliens. zbtd, | 2 
| « ſtance 


nn ar 1 n a” OY FY 1 ? 


ny of the Unity of Cod. 
ſance of the Creatures from Himſelf,” 1. e. 


from his own original, underived Power. To 
| which Purpoſe he cites with Approbation a re- 
| markable Paſſage of (1) Hermas: And adds 


preſently after, that the Son (2) © R E- 


| © CEIVES the Power of all Things from 
| © Him, who is the One God, the Father wWh0 


is above all . Apreeably to our Lord's own 


8 « 177 ords, All Things ave delivered unto me from 
| © my Father. ? Which Power or Dominion 
| lrenzus ſuppoſes to have Then become (3) Ple- 


nary over all Things both in Heaven and Earth 
and under the Earth, when he had been In- 
carnate and was Riſen from the Dead. 

You add ' another © Paſſage or ts from 
Irenens, to ſhow that he looked upon the Son 
„ as the Only True God, as well as the Father. 


« He obſerves (you ſay) that the Holy SeriÞ- payout. 


© tures never call any Perſon Abſolutely God or 
« Lord, beſides The Only True God and yet 


bs « preſenth after takes Notice, that both Father 
and Son are by the ſame Scriptures 4 BSO- 


«7 TEL ſo called. For though Abſo- 


(1) Kaas Sy 65779 1 a 1 Nec (EAT 0) TTY T rig tu OY, 


oy £15 £54 0 Ness, L Te . ric ug, 2 KAT APT 40 4, 2 Foo 485 C 


Ts wn dν e eig To C TR . ibid. 


(2) Unzs Detis Pater, qui ſuper omnes. Similiter autem 

Dominus, Omnia mihi, inquit, tradita ſunt a Patre neo. — 
Ab codem, qui omnia verbo fecit & ſapientia adornavit, Ac- 
cipiens omnium poteſtatem. ibid. 

(3) Agnus qui occiſus eſt, &] ſanguine ſuo redemit nos; ab 
eodem, qui omnia Verbo fecit, & ſapientia adornavit, accipi- 
ens omnium poteſtatem, quando verbum caro factum eſt ; ut 
quemadmodum in cælis principatum habuit verbum Dei, fic & 
in terra haberet Principatum, quoniam homo juilus ; —- prin- 
ecipatum autem habeat eorum que ſunt ſub terra, ipſe primo- 


genitus yortuorum factus. ibid, 


* lutely 
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tc lutely he not there expreſs'd, yer (you tell 


* us) *ris neceſſarily implyed, and is undoubted- 
« ly the Author's Meaning.” And in your 


Marginal Note, you would perſwade your Rea- 


dear further, that he © applies the Title of So- 
<« Jus Deus 70 Chriſt, lib. 5, c. 17.“ Now no- 
thing, I think, can be more evident, than that 
Irenæus in theſe very Chapters, from whence 


you would have your Reader infer that he 


look'd upon the Son to be © The Only true God,” 


intended to ſhow directly on the contrary, that 


the Father alone is ( abſolutely ſpeaking, and in 
the Supreme Senſe) The Only true God; and 
that the Son RECEIVES all Power and 
Authority from him, and 1s on This Account 
uftly ſtiled Lord and God alſo: the Father 


being the Supreme God, and Lord of all, even 
of the Son himſelf, at the ſame time that the 
Son is juſtly and truly ſtil'd God. The True 
and Only God, mentioned in your firſt Paſſage, is 


_ evidently meant of the Father; As appears both 


from the (1) Words themſelves, and alfo from 
their having a direct Reference to what he had 
before proved in the S:x:þ Chapter, out of 
which your Second Paſlage is taken; Thie firſt 
words of which ſixth Chapter, [Neq; igitur, 


Neither Therefore, &c.] ſhow that the Perſon 


who 1s there ſtiled © definitively and abſolutely 


(1) Manifeſte oftenſum eſt, quoniam nunquam neg; pro- 
phetæ, neq; Apoſtoli, alium Deum nominaverunt, vel Domi- 
num appellaverunt, præter verum & Solum Deum. To which 
you ought to have added the Words immediately following : Mul- 
to magis ipſe dominus, qui & Cæſari quidem que Cxfaris ſunt, 


God, 


red di jubet; & qua Dei ſunt, Deo. lib. 3. c. 8. 
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God,” is That Perſon concerning whom in the 


whole preceeding Chapter Irenæus had at large 
been proving that(1)Chri/t would not have preach- 


ed bim to be God, and the God of the Univerſe, 


| and the Supreme Ning, and His Father, had he 
E known him to be [what the Falentinians pre- 


tended] the Product of &c. And that (2) the 
Apoſtles of our Lord, taught the Nations to 
worſhip the True God; and to wait for HIS 
Som Feſus Chriſt, who redeemed us with bis 
Blood. Then follows the Paſſage you imper- 
fectly cite, which is the Concluſion of the pre- 


| ceeding Argument: (3) * Neither therefore _ 


would our Lord, nor the Holy Spirit, nor 
« the Apoſtles, have call'd HIM God, avſo- 
t ſolutely and definitively who was not God, 
< God truly, Cor, the True] God. Neither wou'd 


they have called any one Lord perſonally, 


* (or, in his Own Perſon,) but God the Father, 


* who is Lord of all; and his Son, who 


(1) Veritas ergo dominus noſter exiſtens, non mentiebatur: 
& quem ſciebat eſſe Labis fructum, non utiq; deum confitęre- 
tur, & Deum omnium, & Summum regem, & Patrem ſuum. 


. 3. c. 5. | 


(2) Gentes autem iterum docebant Apoſtoli, ut Verum 
colerent Deum, & ut expectarent filium ejus leſum Chrit- 
tum, qui redemit nos de Apoſtaſia Sanguine ſuo. ibid. 


(3) Neq; igitur dominus, neq; Spiritus Sanctus, neq; Apo- 


toll, eum qui non eſſet Deus, definitive & ab ſolutꝰ Deum no- 
minaſſent aliquando, niſi eſſet verè [i editis, Verus] deus; ne- 
que Dominum appellaſſent aliquem ex ſua perſona, niſi qui 
dominatur omnium Deum patrem, & filium ejus, qui domini- 
um Accepit a patre ſuo omnis conditionis; quemadmodum ha— 
bet illud, dixit dominus domino meo, exc, — Vere igitur cùm 
pater fit dominus, & filius vere fit dominus, — —filium ſigni- 


cat a Patre Accepiſſe poteſtatem ad judicandum Sodomitas prop- 
ter iniquitatem eorum. c. 6. | 
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«RECEIVED from his Father the Domi- 
* nion over the whole Creation; as the Pſal- 
mit hath it, The Lord ſaid unto my Lord &c.” 


After which, he obſerves that the Son is That 
Lord who rained upon Sodom and Gomorrha 


Fire and Brimſtone from the Lord ont of Heaven: 


« having RECEIVED from the Father 


Power to judge the Sodomites for their Ini- 


(c 5 


uity.” Then he proceeds to ſhow, that 
the Son 1s ſtiPd God as well as Lord, from that 
Paſſage of the Pſalmiſt ; Thy Throne, O God, 


is for ever and ever ;———wherefore God, even 


Thy God, hath Anointed Thee. &c, Showing in 
what Senſe the Son is God; Not as being ſo in 


the Supreme and Abſolute Senſe, which is di- 
rectly contrary to his Whole Reaſoning; but 
as being (1) God's Anointed, Our Lord, and 
Our God. And as an undeniable Evidence, 
that the Perſon, who in This and the whole 


foregoing Chapter is by Irenens aſſerted to have 
been preach'd both by Chriſt bimſelf and his 


Diſciples as God abſolutely or The one true God, 
is no otker than the Perſon of the Father; he 
concludes with a moſt ſolemn Prayer to God 
the Father, * wwho is, he ſays, (2) the Only and 
* True God; through our Lord Feſus Chriſt.” 
This is the plain and entire Senſe of I[reneus 


in Theſe Paſſages, which you have very imper- 


fedly offer'd to your Reader. Nor can any 


(1) Dei Appellatione ſignavit Spiritus & eum qui ungitu- 
ſilium. ibid. | | 

(2) Qui es ſolus ex verus Deus, ſuper quem alius deus non 
eſt, per domijniin noſtrum leſum Chriſtu m. ibid. 


Thing 


Qu. II. Of the Untty of God. 
thing be. more clear and evident, than that the 

| Senſe of Irenæus, throughout his whole Wri- 
tings, is, that God the Father alone is (1) God 


abjolutely, the One God Almighty, and (in the 
Eminent or Supreme Senſe) the Only True God. 
I refer you to ſeveral Paſſages in the Margin; 
and ſhall here tranſcribe One only, which lay 


before you (had you been pleaſed to obſerve. 


it,) and which the Author gives as the Sum 
and Explanation of what he had before prov'd. 


* (2) It being (ſays be) plainly prov'd al- 


“ ready, (which ſhall alſo be yet more evi- 


\ * dently ſhown hereafter) that neither the 


“Prophets, nor the Apoſtles, nor our Lord 


| As , / 27 * / 8 if ; . \ 

(1) Ts 5 Ic wa F3y TarroxoegTfR, bu. woreyem /H e 
lcd up . lib, 1. c. I. P. 41. Again; 1 & i 
FF Fro Taree TUYTOXOAT pct —, 


eis dee Apis Inv. lib. . c. 2. Again: Cum teneamus autem 
nos regulam veritatis, id eſt, quia fit anus Deus omnipotens, qui 


omnia condidit per verbum ſuum : Hic Pater domini no- 
ſtri Jeſu Chriſti. lib. 1. c. 19. Again: Hic Deus eſt Pater domi- 
ni noſtri Ieſu Chriſti: Et de hoc Paulus Apoſtolus dixit, anus 
deus, pater, qui ſuper omnes, & per omnia, & in omnibus no- 
bis, lib. 2. c. 3. Again: Solus unus Deus Fabricator, hic 
Pater. lib. 2. c. 5 5. Solus hic Deus invenitur, qui omnia fecit, 
ſolus omnipotens, & ſolus pater. ibid. Again: Sud ſententia & 
liberè fecit omnia, cum ſit Solus Deus, & ſolus dominus, & ſo- 
lus conditor, & ſolus pater. lib. 2. c. 1. Again: Regulam veri- 
ratis conſtituere in Eccleſia, quia eſt anus Deus omnipotens, qui 
der verbum ſuum omnia fecit. lib. 4. 6/11. 

(2) Oſtenſo hoc igitur hic plane, (& adhuc oftendetur ma- 
mifeſtiùs,) neminem alterum dominum vel Deum, neq; prophe- 
tas, neq; apoſtolos, neq; dominum Chriſtum confeſſum eſſe ex 
ſua perſona, ſed præcipuè Deum & dominum :. prophetis qui- 
dem & apoſtolis patrem & filium confitentibus; alterum au- 
tem neminem, neq; Deum nominantibus, neq; dominum con- 
fitentibus: & ipſo domino Patrem tantim Deum & dominum 
tum, qui Solus eſt Deus & Dominator omnium, tradente diſci- 
pulis: ſequi nos oportet, ſiquidem illorum ſumus diſcipuli, 
teſtimonia illorum. lib. 3. c. 9. 


H 2 £ Chriſt, 
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P. 23. 


« Chriſt, declared Any other to be in his Own 


„ perſon Lord or God, but Him who is in 
<« the eminent Senſe God and Lord; The Pro- 


Mi 


pay 


phets and Apoſtles acknowledging indeed the 
Father and the Son; but ſtiling no Other per. 
« ſon God, nor acknowledging any other to | 


* 


& 


| ce be Lord . And Our Lord himſelf teaching his 
_« Diſciples, that the Father ONLT is That 


« God and Lord who is the Only God and Lord 3 
« of all : We ought therefore, if we will be 


Followers of Them, to adhere to Their Teſti- 


«© monics.” 3 | 
After This, the Reader may well be ſurpri- 
zed to find you aſſerting, that Ireneus © applies 
* the Title of [Solus Deus] The Only God, to 
* Chriſt.” Had you cited the Words, you would 


have ſaved me the Trouble of any other Confy- 
tation. For nothing can be plainer, than that the 
Title of Solus Deus, [The Only God] is, in the Place 


referr'd to by you, apply'd to God the Father 


only; ſo as, in the very Nature of the Exprefli- 


on, to {how that it is impoſſible to be apply'd 
to Chriſt, Upon our Lord's having ſaid to the 


Paralytick Man, Thy Sins be forgiven thee, 


Mat. 9, 2; Irenæus (1) remarks, that © in re- 


_ © mitting the Sins, he both cured the Man, 


* and at the ſame Time plainly ſhowed Who 


(J) Peccata igituy remittens, hominem quidem curavit, ſe- 
metipſum autem manifeſtè oftendir quis eſſet. Si enim nemo 
poteſt remittere peccata, niſi Solus Deus; remittebat autem hæc 
Dominus, & curabat homines; manifeſtum eſt quoniam f 
erat Verbum Dei, filius hominis factus, à Patre poteſtatem le- 
miſſionis peccatorum Accipiens, quoniam homo & quoniam 
Deus. lib. 5. c. 17. | : 


& him- 
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* himſelf was. For if no one can forgive 


“Sins, but God only; and yet our Lord did 
* forgive them, and cured the Man; *Tis evi- 


dent that he was” [N. B. not, The Only 


God, but] © the Word of God, made the Son of 


Man, and RECEIVING from his Father 


the Power of forgiving Sins, becauſe he was 


Man, and becauſe he was God.” Can any 
thing be clearer, than that the Title of [So- 


Ins Deus} is here applyed to the Father, who 
Gave Chriſt the Power to forgive Sins? And 
is it not abſurd to ſay, that The Only God, who 
Alone can forgive Sins, RECEIVED the Power 
of remitting Sins? The whole preceeding Rea- 
ſonings of Ireneus in that Chapter, diſtinctly 
ſhow, (1) © that God the Father, the Lord and 


* Creator of the Univerſe, is The One and Only 


* God, who loved us in Chriſt, and gave us 
** Commandments, and forgave us our Sins : 
** Whoſe Son, and Word, Chriſt ſhewed himſelf 


«* to be, when he pardoned Sins.” 


One Paſſage more, which you * elſewhere * P. 5. 


cite out of This Author, is very proper to be 
taken notice of here. © No one, ſays (2) he, 
* who bas Any Superiour, and is ſubje& to Ano- 
* ther, can be called GOD or GREAT 
* KING.” What you would hence infer, 


(very plaufzbly to an Engliſh Reader,) is; that 


Chriſt, being by Irenæus ſtiled God, muſt con- 


(1) Deus & Dominus, Pater & Creator unverſorum, unicus 
& Solus eſt, qui nos in Chiiſto dilexit, præcepta dedit, & remi- 


it nobis Peccata: Cujus flium & verbum ſeſe Chriſtus proba- 


n, cum peccata condonaret. 


A Uhe ent Page. 
H 3 ſequently 
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ſequently be by Him ſuppoſed to have no Su. 


periour, It might be ſufficient to have ſhown, 


from numberleſs other Paſſages, wherein he ex- 
preſsly aſſerts the Superiority of the Father to 
the Son; that, what you intended to ſuggeſt, 
cannot poſſibly be his Meaning bere. But in- 
deed, the Connexion and Conſtruction of the 


Place itſelf, evidently ſhows his True Mean- 


ing. Speaking of (1) © The One True God, the 


Father; he argues, that (2) © Beſides Him 


te there is no other God „ becauſe, © orherwiſe, 


Our Lord would not in That Text, ({wear 


* neither by Heaven, for it is the Throne of 
« God, nor by Jeruſalem, for it 1s the City 
of the Great King,) bave ſtiled him [abſo- 
“ lutely, o Jeôs] God, and I peſas Bel 


„The Great King, in ſuch a manner of Expreſ- 


« fron as excludes all either Superiority or Ccm- 
« pariſon. For no one, who has Any Superiour,and 
« is Subject to Another, can be called | thus abſo- 
&« lutely, “ 9:55] GOD, or [ utſa; bacon] THE 
« Great King.” The True Inference from theſe 


Words of Irenæus, (who in numberleſs Places ex- 


(1) Unum & verum Deum, — qui eſt Uni Deus & 


Dnus Pater. Dominus non præcepiſſet diſcipulis ſuis Unum 


fcire Deum, & hunc eundem ſolum vocare Patrem, ———— num 


vocare Pairem & Deum, ſi non hic ſolus eſt Deus & Pa- 
zer. Lib. 4. c. 1. 


(2) Ne juraveritis in totum; neq; in cœlum, quoniam Thro- 


nus eſt dei. neque per Hieruſalem, quoniam Civitas 


eſt Magni Regis. Hac enim in Fabricatorem manifeſte dia 
ſunt, & præter hunc Alius non eft Deus. Cæterùm, 1 
domino neque Deus neque Magnus Rex diceretur; hujuſmodi 
enim nec comparationem, nec ullam recipit ſaperlationem. 
Qui enim ſuper fe habet aliquem Superiorem, & ſub altes ius po- 


zeltare eſt; hic neq; Deus, neq; Magnus Rex dic! poteſt. cap. 5. 


_ preſsly 
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preſsly aſſerts the Father to be Superiour in Aut ho- 
rity to the S, and the So to be ſalject to 
the Fa:her) evidently is, (dire&ly contrary to 
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what ho would hence ſuggeſt,) that though _ 


Chriſt really and truly is both Kg and God, 
yet he is not @b/3{utely [5 dels or 0. meſa; Ha- 
] CHE Supreme Goa, or IH Great Ky . 
The Reader will excuſe my being thus 
large in Vindication of this Primitive Writer, 
whom you have very greatly miſrepreſented : 
There being no Writer 1a all Antiquity more 
full and expreſs in declaring the perſonal U- 


nit) and Supremacy of The One God, even the 


Father ; and the real Subordination of the Word, 
his Sn, to him. To whom he (1) gave Com- 
mandment, when he made all Things By him: 
(2) Wiom, with the whole Creation, te ſuſ- 
tains, By whom, as the (3) Miniſter and 
Revealer of his Will, he manifeſted himſelf 


when and how and to whom he himſelf plea* 
ſed, in all Ages of the World. Which 


| (1) Cui ergo precepit ? Verbo ſcilicet, per quod cceli firma- 
ti ſunt, &c. MWhence he concludes ; ita ut is quidem qui om- 
nia fecerit verbo ſuo, [as Grabe obſerves from the Arundel 
MS, and which no doubt is the traer reading than cum verbo 
ſuo,] juſtè dicatur Deus & dominus Solus. Iren. lib. 3. c. 8. 


(2) Pater enim Conditionem ſimul & Verbum ſuum portans, | 


verbum portatum à Patre. Whence preſently he infers : Sic 
unus Deus pater oſtenditur, & ipſe eſt caput Chriſti. 
lib. 5. c. 18, [This Chapter immediately follows That which 
you referred to for Chriſt's being ſtiled Solus Deus.] | 

(3) Omnia autem filius adminiſtrans patri, perficit ab initio 
uſq; ad finem. Revelat omnibus patrem, quibus vult, 
& quando vult, & quemadmodum vult pater; & propter hoc 
in omnibus, & per omnia, anus Deus Pater, & unum verbum. 
lib. 4. c. 14. Ainiſtrat enim ei ad omnia filius. ibid. c. 17. 
Miniſtrans patris ſui Voluntati. lib. 5. c. 26. 


H 4 (1) Word 
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ſuffered for our Sins; and (2) received from 


Of the Unity of God. 
(1) Word was ſent by him in our Fleſh, and 


him, on Account of his Incarnation and 


Sufferings, all Power both in Heaven and 


P. 23. 


Ear th, | | 2 | 
Concerning Tertullian, whom you here cite 


again, I have ſpoken largely above, P. 77. 
But you here cite another Paſſage from him, 


which you ſay is * fall and clear” to your 


P. 23s 57: 


Purpoſe, To what Purpoſe > To ſhow that 
the Son is himſelf “ The One Supreme God?” 
God © in the (ame and in as high a Senſe as 
6 the Father himſelf?“ No: But only to ſhow 
that Jertullian imagined the Son to be a mal) 
Part of the Father's Subſtance, as a Sun- 


Beam is of the immenſe Body of the Sun; 


He was a Montaniſt when he wrote the Book 
you cite; and. acknowledges that the (3) 
greater Part of Chriſtians were afraid he was 


going to deſtroy the Unity and Supremacy of 
God. And yet he went no further than to 


make the Son a (4) PART of the divine 


_ credentium pars eſt, 


Sulſtauce, emitted by the (5) Will of the 
(1)- Ipſum Verbum dei incarnatum, ſuſpenſum eſt ſuper lig- 
num. lib, 5. c. 18. See above, P. 61. | | 
(2) Filium ejus, qui dominium Accepit a patre ſuo omnis 
conditionis ; quemadmodum habet illud, dixit dominus do- 
mino meo, ſede a dextris meis, XC. lib. 3. c. 6. Again: Ac- 
3 omnium poteſtatem, quando verbum caro factum eſt, XC. 
I. 4. c. 37. 1 5 
(3) Adverſ. Prax. c. 3. Simplices, = quæ major femper 
expaveſcunt ad OEconomiam, ic 


Vero unius Dei cultores præſumunt. 5 
(4) Ibid. c. 9, & 26. Concerning the Valentinian and Gnaſlick 
Tp«e2w4, (the firſt of which, Jrenæus tells us, they made 9-4 
TE u (0 Tw TpoBgaovTi, lib. 1. c. 1.) fee Tertull, adv. Prax. 
c. 8. & Bull, Deſenſ. Fid. Nic. Sect. 3, cap. 10. S. 15,10. 
(5) bid. c. 5, & 7). See Waterland's Defenſe, p. 1473158. 
| 5 Father, 


Lag 
 —_ 
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Father, when the Father pleaſed ; and having 
had no diſtindt (1) Perſonal Exiſtence, as a 
Son, before That Emiſſion. And he is expreſs, 
| that the Son always acts according to the (2) 
| Command and Will of the Father. 
| To the Paſſage cited from Tertullian, you P. 24: 
add one out of (3) Irenæus; which, accord- 
ing to your Senſe of it, is attended with this 
evident Abſurdity, that another Perſon can 
Put all Things in Subje dion under the Supreme 
God, . 5 
| You next cite Athenagoras, whom you call, . 
| © a Learned and judicious Writer.” But who- ' 
ever reads his Book, will ſee that he under- 
| ſtood Chriſtianity very imperieQly, and is 
full of very obſcure Notions. And This very 
Doctrine he deſcribes in a Way directly con- 
| demaned by (4) Juſtin Martyr, and even by 
(5) Athanaſius himſelf, for Gnoſtic or Sabell:- 
an; making the Holy Ghoſt an Emanation, (6) 
like a Ray ſhot forth from the Sun, flowing 
from it, and returning into it again. | 
| You acknowledge that he has “proved at 
arge, that there is but one God, the Father ;? 


(1) Ibid. c. 5, 6, 7. Ez adv. Hermog. c. 3. 


* 


(2) Quæ mandatus eſt a Patre, ea & loquitur: Nec ſuam, ſed 
Patris perfecit voluntatem. ibid. c. 8. | 

(3) Non ergo alius erat qui cognoſcebatur, & alius qui di- 
cebat, nemo cognoſcit patrem; ſed unus & idem, omnia ſubjici- 
ente ei patre, & ab omnibus accipiens teſtimonium, quoniam WF 
vere homo, & quoniam were Deus. Lib. 4. 14. _ © ? | 

(4) Dial. cum Tryph. ſub finem. See Dr. Clarke's Reply to wn 
Mr. Nelſon, p. 158. | | 5 | | 90 
(5) De S7nod, Nic. Decret. Tom. 1. P. 259. : 
(6) oþpeicey FT Out TS if 48) 77069 £01 — a hνννe, * 
4νν . pag. 40. | | 
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x d T8 ge. Which words you thus in- 
terpret: © wwe comprehend and include the Son 
in That One God.” You ought to have faid, 


26, 
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Adding immediately, vo3e vag (or 18 d) th 


agreeably to your own preceeding Words, in 
*% That One God, the Father. In what Senſe 
Athenagoras thought the Son to be included 
in the Father, will appear preſently : But the 
Senſe of the words now cited, is This 


only; We underſtand or acknowledge alſo Wl © 


the Son of God. But © the Son (you fay) 1“ 


ig by him called the Mind and Word of I tl 


& the Father, and declared to be Uncre- te 
* ated and Eternal: and in another place il © 


he very plainly comprehends Both in the © 


One God.” The Words you refer to, are; 1“ 
(1) © We are not Atheiſts, ſeeing we ac- 1“ 


e Þnowledge God the Maker of the Univerſe, | * 
and his Word which is from him: Which is 1 


quite another thing from ſo © comprehending Il © 


< Both in the One God,” as that One is a3 1 


much „the One Supreme God” as the Other, 


0 
Nor does He (though That is no part of the t 
_ Controverſy between us) any where ſay or 
ſuppoſe the Sor, the generated Perſon, as ſuch; | 


but only the Mind or internal Reaſon of the 


Father, to be [ids] Eternal. On the con- 


trary, he expreſsly affirms that (2) * tbe 


*© Unbegotten God is eAlone Eternal,” The 


Whole of his Notion, is This : Having ſhown 


* 5 Ä * al ww \ * 
(1 ) Ous 20 49201, Feoy er ve⁶ Toy Tenth T&F 18 rares, % 
T T%0 euro) avyor P. 122, | 


| (2) Mas ad- 6 a - $1, Ibid. 


that 


qu. II. Of the Unity of Cod 

that there is (1) but © One unbegotten, 
« eternal, inviſible, impaſſible, incomprehenſi- 
6 ble God, — who made all Things by his 


„Word; The Son of God,” he adds, is 


« the Word of the Father in Idea and 
% Energy; For all Things were made By and 
« Through Him.” This Son or Word of God, 
he ſuppoſes to have been originally the izter. 
nal Reaſon or Underſtanding of the Father. 
© The Son of God,” ſays (2) he, © is the 
Mind and Reaſon of the Father.” And how 
this Reaſon (he thought) was generated in- 
to a Son, he thus declares. © It ye would 
* know what is meant by SON, it is the 
* Firſt-Offspring of the Father; not as being 
* one of thoſe Things which are made, (for 
* God, being an eternal Mind, an eternally 
* rational Agent, had in himſelt His Reaſon 
from the Beginning ;) but [Lit was 4 Sox] 
as proceeding (or going forth) from him 
* energetically, when the World was to be 
« created.” The Greek Words (as well as 
the Notion itſelf”) are very obſcure, and pro- 
bably corrupt. But it ſeems to have been 
his Opinion, that the Word or San was ori- 


(7) "Eves Toy Gy vv1TOv, Kati Giohev, xo GngaTeYy xo analy Koi de- 
TANT TOY X24 GE X,WpHT r i) 5 yiywnra mo Tay On Ts aury 
g's Egu 6 ing 18 Jeg, Ay . Tod Tape; Ou idle x fvep- 
Teig pos Ebντνο yp r NN ewroy mere tywero. P. 37, 38. 
| (2) Nes x&4 Avy©@»> Tod Terpo;, 6 vics, T Nes ei elt Nr. ,’ 
4 rec rd. 1 g, 2 % AI Sęæian, re Vong 
bt TW rere, X ds nuevo, [#5 &gx;n5 Verb © Fee, vous d 
% NV Gur Cy £aurl Toy , idler, Ne wv, | GAN s, 
( Tay VALKAY - FUMLTICLYT WV, db O sg x n= ox Vue £1099 | 
Naw, tutto ru T6 xuparps5 ip Ns e Ahh, I curect) 
is add iyi Ve ta vo. Ibid. Sect. 10. 
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inally the internal ſelf-exiſtent Reaſon of te M 9 
Father, That very Reaſon by which the Fa. 
ther is (as he expreſsly fays) a rational Per. 
ſon or eAgent : And that the Going forth, o 
external Operation or Energy of this Reaſon in 
the Creation, was the Production or Genera 
tion of the Word into a Son, a diſtinct Begot. 


ten Perſon, having Life in himſelf, Biſhop by 
(x) Ball (though he labours to explain it 1 
otherwiſe,) acknowledges that eAthenagora; n 


meant, that the Son is the ſame with reſpect | | 
to the Father, as the internal Reaſon is tn I © 
« the Mind of Man.” And Suffridus, the Learn- ſ 
ed Commentator upon Athenagoras, freely \ 
owns, that this Author meant by the Sox's be. 
ing the Word, that he was the rational Facul- Þ © 
ty of God the Father, and, as ſuch, was (2) ſl © 
« Unbegotten and Cocternal with him; becauſe * 
« the Father was never any more without his 
« Word, that is, without his Reaſon, than 4 | 
living Creature is without Life,” | 
Upon the Whole therefore; if This Author I 
meant really and literall) that the San was 
the internal unoriginated Reaſon of the Father; 
then the Generation of the Son is with Him 
merely Metaphorical, and the Notion is per- 
fectly Sabeliian. On the contrary, if the Ge- 
uc rat ion he ſpeaks of, be real and literal; 
then his ſtyling the Son the 7zterzal Reaſon of 


(1) Ita ut filius Dei intelligatur Verbum patris; quod nempe 
te habeat ad patrem, ut ad mentem humanam verbum ejus 
interius. Defenſ. Fid. Nic. c. 5. P. 203. 

(2) Ingenitus & coœvus patri; quòd pater fine verbo, {inc 


ratione nunquam fuerit, ſicut nec animal ullum fine vita. Com. 
ment, in Athenag. Edit. x. | | | 
| the 
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rhe Father, is but Metaphorical, and means 
only ( what Tuſtin Mart 324 diſtinaly expreſles,) 
that as one Fire is lighted from Another with- 
out Any diviſion or diminution of the Firſt in 


which 1t poteatially exiſted, /o (allowing al- 


| ways for the difference between anintelligent 


Neceſſity and intelligent Agency,) the Son was 
(by the incomprehenſible Power, Act, and 


Will of the Father,) generated from the Mind 


of the Father, that is, from the Father him- 
ſelf, (without any diviſion, ' alteration, or di- 
minution, either of the Subſtance or Perfections 
of the Father,) a complete Image and Repre- 
ſentation of Himſelf. See below, on Qu. XXIX. 
Which ſoever of Theſe was his true 
Meaning; there are Tuo Fundamental Points, 
in which This Author (with all other Anti- 
ent Writers unanimouſly,) differs from Jour 
Notion. Firſt, His Not ion never ſuppoſes any 
real generation of the Son, but what truly 
IS an Act of the Father; whereas hours never 
ſuppoſes any generation of the Son, but what 
truly 1S NOT an ect of the Father. Secondly, 
He never upon Any Account juppoſes (as you 
do) Two Perſons of equally SUPREME 
Authority and Worſhip; but always aſcribes 
every thing the Son does, to the SUPREME 
Authority and Will of the Father, On which 
depends the Monarchy of the Univerſe, or the 
True Notion of the Unity of God; which 
(you muſt remember) is the ſingle Point in 

Queſtion between us. 
What has been ſaid, may be illuſtrated, by 
ſhowing diſtinctly what Other Antient Wri- 
9 85 | | ters 
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ters have ſaid upon This Head. The Words 
of Tatiau are. (1) * God was in the Begin: 

* ning» Now by the Beginning, we un- 

e qderftand God's Rational Power, (or the 
„„ Power of the Logos.) For the abſv. 
© Jute Lord of the Univerſe, being himſelf 
< the Subſtance” | or Ground of Exiſtence] 
e of all Things; in reſpect of no Creatures 
« being yet made, exiſted Alone. But in as a 
% much as he had the Power of creating all 
„Things, he himſelf was“ | potentially] “the 
<« Subſtance of all Things vilible and invilible, Þ *« 
and all Things were with him. For by 
„his rational Power“ [i. e. as being a ratio- *© 
nal Agent, Moſs wv, ſo eAthenagoras,] © Him 

<« ſelf and his internal Reaſon ſubſiſted with 

0 


him. Now by the ſimple Efficiency of his 
« Will, this Reaſon [or Word] proceeded 
« forth. And not going forth in vain,” G4 
Ta x, as a Mere Word, du; but be- 
ing really dçe ,] © became the Firft- bon 
& Work of the Spirit.” This is the beſt I can 
make of this ob/care Author, himſelf of no 
Great Authority among the Learned, and his 
Words very probably corrupt. All that I de- 
fire the Reader to obſerve, is, that (after all 
the ſtraining that can be put upon his Words; 
ſtill) the Two Obſervations I juſt now made 
( 1 ©t5; hy o . Tl) 5 cap, N cf rape 
© oÞ Srembrig THY AWy cνν?’ Cap Y TAYT U, v 
11 piano var Viqernto lum Toinow, 9) „ xa% 5 mare Oar 
opera T5 5 oper Gro, Vanoguc Wy TW dure, TH re, OW 
durd W, Als Aery inns e uc te c *X 6 aMy®>, % w c arg 
Canto not FeAperr ot Tg d r AT yr aur Tpozrndz Ae 6 N A0. 
YO» & witTH xn Nb , py ey pd re Ted T1 00rd» era 
Orat. ad Gratos. P. 145. | 
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upon At henagoras, will equally hold concern- 
ing This Aut hor likewiſe. 
Tertullian, as J have already obſerved, was 
ſo preſumptuous as to ſay, expreſsly, that (1) 
God was not always a Father, and that there 
« was a Time when the Son was not.” And af- 
terwards declares His Opinion, that the internal 
Wiſdom of God, was begotten and made into 
a Perſon, juſt before the Creation of the World. 
(2) © For if, ſays he, the internal Wiſdom of 
the Lord, which was from him and in him, 


was not without Beginning; but was begot- 


ten and made from That Time, when it be- 
gan to operate in the Intellect of God for 
* the Diſpoſition of the Works of Creation; 
* much leſs can any thing that 1s external 


to the Lord, be without Beginning,” 


Whence he preſently argues, that (3) © the 
„Father is more Antient than the only- be- 


„ gotten and firſt-begotten Word, the | 
Son of God.” Again; He expreſſes his 


Notion more fully, againſt Praxes: Saying, 
that (4) © before the Creation of the ous. 
| : 229 7 - 2 5 ( unti 


(i) Adv. Hermog. c. 3. 

2) Si enim intra Dominum quod ex ipſo & in ipſo fait, 
fine Initio non fuit; ſophia ſcilicet ipſius, exinde nata & con- 
dita, ex quo in ſenſu Dei ad opera mundi diſponenda cœpit 


agitari: multo magis non cœpit fine initio quicquam fuiſſe, quod 


extra dominum fuerit. 15d. c. 18. | 
(3) Quale eſt ut filio Dei, Sermone unigenito & primoge- 
nito, aliquid fuerit præter patrem Antiquius; & hoc modo uti- 
que Gene roſius; nedum quod innatum nato fortius, & quod in- 

fectum facto validius? 1bid. | | 

(4) Ante mundi conſtitutionem, ad uſque filii generationem, 
A eus erat Solus, ipſe ſibi & mundus & locus & om- 
nia. Solus gutem, quia nihil aliud extrinſecus præter ee 
A 5 | | te- 


O the Unity of Cod. 
untill the Generation of the Son, God was 
alone, being to Himſelf both World and 
« Place and all Things. So Alone, as that 
there was nothing External to him. But 


him his own Reaſon, which was in 
Him. For God is a rational Agent, and 
_ © Reaſon was in him firſt; and fo all things 
were From hun. Which Reaſon, is his 
Intellect. This the Greeks call Logos: 
And We give the ſame Appellation alſo to 
the Word. Whence it is now uſual with 
{ome amongſt us, by an improper Interpre- 
tation, to ſay that the Word was with God 
in the Beginning; whereas it is more proper, 
to account Reaſon to be before it. For the 
% Word did not proceed from God, from the 
Beginning: But he had his Reaſon in him, 
even before the Beginning. Nay, and the 
Word it ſelf, hath its Subſiſtence in Rea- 
ſou : Which ſhows that Reaſon is Prior to 
it, being as it were its Subſtratum. But 
even This Diſtinction is of no Great Mo- 


A 
* 


Czterum ne tunc quidem Sglus; habebat enim ſecum, quam 
habebat in ſemetipſo, rationem ſuam ſcilicet, Rationalis enim 
Deus, & Ratio in ipſo prius: & ita ab ipſo omnia. Que ratio, 
ſenſus ipſius eſt. Hanc Græci ayer dicunt ; quo vocabulo etiam 
Sermonem appellamus. Ideoq; jam in uſu eſt noſtrorum, per 
ſimplicitatem interpretationis, Sermonem dicere in Primordio 
apud Deum fuiſſe, cum magis rationem competat Antiquiorem 
haberi: quia non Ser monalis a principio, ſed rationalis deus 
etiam ante principium; & quia ipſe quoq; Sermo ratione con- 
ſiſtens, priorem eam ut ſubſtantiam ſuam oſtendat. Tamen & 
ſic, nihil intereſt. Nam etſi Deus nondum Sermonem ſuum 
miſerat, proinde eum cum ipſa & in ipſa ratione intra ſemet- 
ipfſum habebat, tacitè cogitando & diſponendo ſecum, quæ pet 
Sermonem mox erat dicturus. Adv. Prax. c. 5. 


„ment: 


yet not abſolutely Alone; For he had with 
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| Qu. II. Of the Unity of Cod. 


% ment. For tho? God had not yet emitted 


„ his Word, nevertheleſs he had it within 
| © himſelf, with and in his Reaſon; Tacitly 


« conceiving and forming within himſelf 


| © thoſe Things, which he intended preſently 
4 to [peak forth by his Word.” Now This 
| Speaking forth by his Word, By which alt 


113 


bingo were formed, and made to appear in their 


proper Subſtances and Ninds; was, as This Writer 


* thought, the (1) perfect Generation of the 


Morde it having had a Production before, un- 


« der the Name of Wiſdom : by which God form- 


| © ed and diſpoſed in his own Mind thoſe Things, 
| & which afterwards { by the ſame Wiſdom ſpoken 
forth, and then becoming properly the Word,) 
he created externally.” This is the Subſtance 
of Tertullian's obſcure Metaphyſical Language. 


He compares the Word of God to the 


internal Word or Reaſon ariſing from the 
Thought and Reflection of a Man's Mind, and 


becoming Verbal by being contained in Words 
tacitly or mentally expreſſed. But whereas 


the External Word of a Man is formed by the 
Vibration of the Air, without having any 


_ (1) Utprimim Deus voluit ea, quæ cum ſophiz Ratione & 
Sermone diſpoſuerat intra ſe, in ſubſtantias & ſpecies ſuas ede- 
te; ipſum primum protulit Sermonem, ut per ipſum fie- 
rent Univerſa.— Tunc igitur etiam ipſe Sermo Speczens 
& Ornatum ſuum ſumit, Sonum & Vocem ; chm dicit Deus, 
nat Lux. Hacc eſt Nativitas perfecta Sermonis, dum ex Deo 
piocedit; conditus ab eo primùm ad Cogitatum in Nomine Sophie ; 


Dominus condidit me initium Viarum: Dehinc Generatus ad 


elfectum; cm pararet cœlum, aderam illi ſimul, Exinde eum 
parem | the true Reading (See above, p. 31.) is undoubtedly Pa- 
dem] fibi faciens, de quo procedendo filius factus eſt. ibid. 


6 6, 7, 
I 5; MAS 
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PART or conſubſtantial Emiſſion of the 
Divine Sb/tance, and fo a diſtinct (1) Perſo- 
nal and ſubſiſting Being. And this was the 


I made above (p. 109.) upon eAthenagoras, are 


< 


himſelf Thus. * God, ſays be, (2) having 


ce 


of the Unity of God. 
diſtinct perſonal Subſſtence; he thought the 
Word of God, externally produced, was a 


Doctrine of the Montaniſts, POD 
However, in the main, the Obſervations 


applicable to This Author likewiſe. 
Theophilus, Biſhop of eAzt:och, expreſſes 


his own internal Word (or Reaſon) within 
himſelf, generated it together with his 
Wiſdom ” [| viz. the Holy Spirit ;] © emit- 
ting it before the Creation of the World. 
This Word was his Miniſterial Agent in ma- 
« king Things, and By Him did he make All 
Things.“ eAgarn - © His holy Word, ſays be, 
ho was always preſent with him.“ Again: 
(3) The Truth 1s, that the Word (or Rea- 
« ſon) was always internally exiſtent in the 
Heart of God. For before any thing was 
4 made, he was his Counſellor, as being his 


cc 


ce 


* 


a 


(1) Quanto magis quod ex ipfius ſubſtantia miſſum eſt, fine 
Subſtantia non erit? Quzcunque ergo Subſtantia Sermonis fult, 
illam dico Perſonam, & illi nomen Fiz vindico. ibid. c. J. 
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« own Intellect and Wiſdom. But when God 


| © Willed to make thoſe Things which he had 


« purpoſed with himſelf, he generated and 


© produced this Word Cor Reaſon,) ſo as to 
become the Firſt-born of the whole Creati- 


« 03. Not being himſelf hereby emptied of 


© © his own Word (or Reaſon, but begetting 
© the” | Perſon ſtiled the] © Word, and con- 


« verſing always with him.” This Begotten 
Perſon, Theophilus expreſly ſtiles a (1) mini- 


ſterial Agent ;, and goes ſo far as to affirm 


him to be, (what he had firſt ſhown that 
'twas impoſſible for the Supreme God and Fa- 


ther of the Univerſe to be, even ſo much as 


by any (2) aſſumed Appearance,) made (3) 
Vifible, and (3) Comprehenfible, and ſent in 


certain (3) particular Places, in order to do 


the Will of Another Perſon. From which 


Expreſſions *tis evident, that the Obſervations 


made above, (p. 109.) upon Athenagoras, are 


(if poſſible) more clearly true of Theophilus. 


(1) Tsp As above. | 3 

(2) Ex primævorum Doctorum ſententia, Deus pater 4 
nemine unquam, ne per aſſumptas quidem ſpecies, viſus eſt, 
aut videri poteſt. Bull. Defenſ. Sect. 4. c. 3. $. 4. | 

(3) Having ſaid that the Supreme God and Father of the Uni- 
verſe is incomprehenſible xp,] and not contained in any 
particular Place, [o dn 8x wearxeras, | P. 129; (for which 
Reaſon he had obſerved before, that he is inviſible, P. 14;) 
he declares that the Word, repreſenting the Perſon of the Father 
and Lord of all, deſcended into Paradiſe to converſe with Adame 
ibid. And preſently after, he ſays; ror” &y G 6 TaTyp Tay 
dun, r , GuTov GL A) eis Twee re 36 recpe / in D- 2 
aut r, 3G 0pgeT as, Y - uns wvron, c Tora WehTxeTHL. 
p. 130. Upon which and the like Paſſages, the Learned Biſhop 
Bull ſays: Fateor me ad iſtum lapidem olim offendiſſe. And; 44 
mia ifta Patrum dicta, quis non plant abſtugeſcat ! Defenſ. 
dect. 4. c. 3. §. 1. & 4. | ; 


I 2 The 
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Of the Unity of Cod. 
The Learned Biſhop Bull (1) indeed is deſi- 
rous to have it thought, that Theophilus ſup. 
ſed the Word to have been as much a Sox, 
a begotten Perſon, really vgero; and gowpir@, 
before the only generation of him ever menti- 


oned by Theophilus, as After it. And This 


he infers from Theophilu's ſtyling the internal 
Word or Reaſon of God, his Counſellor; and 


ſaying that he was eA/ways with God, and 
that God Always converſed with him. But 
that the Inference he draws from theſe Ex- 


preſſions, does not follow ; is evident from 
what the Learned Biſhop had himſelf juſt be- 


fore obſerved upon a Paſſage of Tat ian to this 


very Purpoſe, viz. that *tis a very common 


Expreſſion, (2) © No Body was with me, but 


* my ſelf.” And he accordingly allows, that 


God may be ſaid to be preſent with Himſelf. 
And afterwards, on this very Argument, he 


produces (3) Tertullian deſcribing a Man 
talking and converfing with Himſelf, i. e. with 
the Reaſon of his own Mind. Beſides; When 
Theophilus ſays that God converſed Always 
with his Word, he may very well be under- 


ſtood in That Paſſage to mean, eAfter he 


Fid. Nic. Sect. 3. c. 10. P. 237. 


Was begotten, For his Phraſe is ; © Beget- 


(1) Defenſ. Fid. Nic. dect. 3. c. 7. P. 215. 

(2) Nemo mecum erat præter meipſum. Deſenſ. Fid. Nic. 
Sell, 3. , . 218+: 

(3) Vide cum tacitus tecum ipſe congrederis ratione 
Quodcung; cogitaveris, Sermo ett ; quodcung; ſenſeris, ratio ft. 
Loquaris illud in animo, neceſſe eſt; & dum loqueris, conlo- 
cutorem pateris Sermonem.— Adv. Prax, c. 5. Defenſ. 


ting 


Ou. I. Of the Unity of God. 


“ ting his Mord, and always converſing 7 with 


8 „ 


The interpolated Hippolytus, whom you 


are very fond of, expreſſes his Thoughts Thus. 
* (1) God exiſting alone, and having nothing 


11 7 


* co-eval with Himſelf, Mill'd to create the 


World: And by Though, Volition, and 
13 „ Speaking, made it; and it immediately 
* exiſted, according to his Will. —Yet even 


„ while he exiſted Alone, he was Mary ; For 


he was not without Reaſoz, nor without 
* Wiſdom, nor without Power, nor without 
* Connſe} : But all Things were in him, and 


He himſelf was every thing. When he 


6 WIL DD, and as he WIL L', in his own 
© appointed Time he manifeſted forth his 
« Werd, By whom he made all Things. For 
* all Things that were made, he framed by 
* his Word and Wiſdom ; creating them by 


„ his Word, and adorning them by his Wiſe 


« dom. He made them therefore according 
to his own Wil} ; for he was ones But 
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« he begat the Word, to be the Head, the 


* Counſellor, and the Framer of the Things 


* that were made. Which Word, being be- 


„ fore Inviſible within Himſelf, he made to 


* ſpeaking for th his firſt Voice, and genera- 


& become Viſible to the created World: And 


« ing Light of Light, he brought forth a 
« Lc:4 to the Creation: And made his own 


[Mind or] Intellect, which was before 
4c viſible o himſelf alone and not to the 


« World, i become viſible; that the World, 
& ſeeing his ppearance, might be ſaved.” 
Theſe Words, ol/ſcure and metaphyſical as 


they are, ſufficiently ſhow the Author's No- 
tion; that 7 he One Unbegotten Impaſſible God, 


whom he had been ſpeaking of juſt before, ex- 
ited Alone before the Creation of Things; 
but yet not properly Alone, becauſe he con- 
templated and enjoyed in Himſelf the Full- 


neſs of all Perfections, his Reaſon, Wi/vom, 


Power, and Counſel, and all other Divine 


Excellencies, by which he was as it were a 


Society in and to Himſelf. Now this Reaſor, 
by which he firſt internally conceived and 
contrived all Things, he Afterwards by a 
Verbal or Vocal Emiſſion (according to This 


Author's Notion) begat into the Perſon of 


the Word; and By Him did he make all 
things, according to his OWN WILL and 
PLEASURE. Nor is there in the whole 


Paſlage any the leaſt Intimation, that This 


Author had any Notion of any Prior Gene- 
ration of the Son. Wherefore the Obſerva- 
tions made above, (. 109.) upon Athenagoras, 

TOLL ia ap F Un 


Qu. II. Of the Unity of Cod. 
are perfectly applicable to This Author like- 
wiſe. 21 e n 
The Learned Biſhop Bull ſuppoſes indeed, 
that the (1) Reaſon, and Wiſdom, on account 
of which The One God is by This Author here 
| faid to have been always L Many ; are 
the Perſons of the Son and Spirit. But That 
very learned Prelate ſeems not to have ſuffi- 
ciently conſidered, that (by the ſame realon- 
ing,) the Power alſo, and the Counſel, menti- 
oned in the very ſame Sentence, (Are Vg d- 
„O ure d, dre dIvwaTO» dre 4urmTtO»,). 
muſt equally have been underſtood by This 
Author to be Perſons exiſting before with 
God. Nor did he obſerve, that it is [ not, 
= the Dezty, as Later Writers ſpeak, but] the 
| One Unbegotten God, even the Father, who 
| is here figuratively ſaid to be Many. Nor, laſtly, 
need I to take notice of the Biſhop's citing at 
the ſame time other ſpurious Pieces of this 
| confeſſedly interpolated Author. : 
| Lackant ius, having ſaid (2) that © God, the 

_ * Framer and Maker of all Things, before 

1 „ 


(1) Defenſ. Fid. Nic. Sect. 3. c. 8. P. 219. 
| (2) Deus Machinator conſtitutorq; rerum, antequam præcla- 
rum hoc opus mundi adoriretur, ſanctum, incorruptibilem 
| Spiritum genuit, quem fiſium nuncuparet. Et quamvis alios 
| poſtea innumerabiles per ipſum creaviſſet, quos Angelos dici- 
ö 


mus. magna inter hunc Dei filium, & cæteros Ange- a 
los differentia eſt. Illi enim ex Deo Tacits Spiritus Exierunt ; | {58 
quia non ad Doctrinam Dei tradendam, ſed ad miniſterium crea- | 
bantur. Ille vero, cum fit & ipſe ſpiritus, tamen cum Voce & 
ſono ex Dei ore proceſſit ſicut Verbam: ea ſcilicet ratione, 
quia voce ejus ad populum fuerat uſurus, id eſt, quod ille Ma- 
giſter futurus eſſet Poctrinæ Dei, & Vocem Dei ac Volun- 
ſatem nobis revelarer, Merito igitur Sermo & Verbum Dei di- 
citur, 


1 20 


of the Unity of God. 


he begun this glorious Work of the Crea- 


7 - 


tion, begat an holy, incorruptible Spirit, 
whom he called his Son, far Superiour to 
all the Angels :*? adds preſent ly after, that 
“ This Spirit, the Word, proceeded forth from 


cc 


& the Mouth of God with a Voice and Sound, 
« denoting that God intended to ſpeak by Him 


e to his People, that is, that He was to be 
ce the Maſter (or Teacher) who ſhould deliver 


to us the Doctrine, and reveal to us the 


Voice and Will of God. He is therefore 
_« rightly termed the Speech and Word of 


& God : Becauſe God, by the inconceivable 
* Power and Might of his Majeſty, formed 
« the Vocal Spirit, which proceeded out of 
« his Mouth, and which he had before con- 
& ceived in his Mind, into a real Perſon, ſub- 


_« fiſting with a diſtinct Life and Wiſdom of 


« his own.” The Learned Biſhop (1) 


Bull gives up This eAuthor, as not re- 
concileable with His Opinion. And he is 
much leſs reconcileable with your Opinion; 
who allow not That real Mediatorial Sub- 


ordination and Worſhip, which the Learned 


Biſhop allowed ; and contend for That E. 
quality of Supreme eAuthority, which the 
Biſhop did not. 


citur, quia Deus procedentem de ore ſuo vocalem fpiritum, 


quem non utero ſed mente conceperat, inexcogitabili quadam 
Majeſtatis ſuæ Virtute ac potentia in effigiem, que proprio ſen. 
js . vigeat, comprehendit. De vera Sap. lib. 4. 
3. „ & 0. 8 | | 

* (1) Defenſ. Sect. 3. cap. 10, 


Ju fi 1 


Qu. U. 07 th Unity of God: 


Tulin Martyr (1) undertakes to prove from 
the Scriptures; © that in the Beginning, be- 
fore all Creatures, God begat from Himſelf 
& certain rational Power [or Powerful In- 
60 telligence, which is called by the holy Spi- 
« rit ſometimes the Glory of the Lord, ſome- 
© times the Son, ſometimes Wiſdom, ſome- 
times the Angel, ſometimes God, ſometimes 
Lord, and ſometimes the Word, Some- 
« times he calls himſelf The Chief Captain, as 


„ when he appeared in humane Form to 


& Foſhan. 
c 


[nd 


both from his mzni/?ring to the Mill of the 
Father, and from his being begotten of the 
„Father By bis Will, Something like to 
« which, we ſee in our ſelves. For by emit- 
* ting (or ſpeaking forth | Reaſon, we (as it 
« were) beget it; yet not by way of abſciſli- 
* on, as if our own internal Reaſon were 
thereby diminiſhed. In like manner we 
* ſeealſo one Fire kindled from another, with- 
out any Diminution of That from which 
“it was kindled; which continues ill the 


CG 


* lame. Ad That which is kindled from 


"a 


* 


cc 


CC 
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For he hath all theſe Appellations, 
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& jt, continues to exiſt, no way diminiſhing 


« the Other from which it was lighted.” 
This Notion of Juſtin, is intelligible enough; 
(and perhaps is what ſome of the forecited 
more otſcare Writers really meant, though the 
Philoſophy of That Age led chem 1ato very 
daik Expreſſions.) As One Fire is lighted from 
another Fire, without any Abſcithon, Divi. 
ſion, or Diminution ; the original Fire loſing 
nothing thereby of its own Light or ticat: 
So, (allowing always for the Uifference be. 
tween unintelligent Neceſſity. and Izteiligent 
eAgency;) God, the Firſt and Alone unorigi- 
nate intelligent Rational Agent, produces 
from Himſelf (by his incomprehenſible (i) 
Power and Will, Iwapu tai Jnou xai een) 
another intelligent Rational Agent, a perfect 
Image and Reſemblance of Himſelf, without 
any way altering, abſcinding, dividing, or 
diminiſhing any thing from, his own eſſentially 
and unchangeably inherent perſonal or ſub- 
ſtantial Perfections. . 
Novatian expreſſes himſelf Thus, (2) 
From whom, (vis. from God the Father, 
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UE 


_ (x) Euſebius in like manner, ſpeaking of the Compariſon of 
the Son of God to Light, makes This difference: 4 & «vy" * 
277, x pcie 9 Oro ELAGMHAES, XUTE A 5 Tice Up Be Bucs 2 
ps % G 5 U50G KATH vw PT, p occip cin Zi Carton & Tap, 
Ihe Light ſhineth forth, not by the Will of the Luminous Bo- 
* dy, but by a neceſſary Property of its Nature: But the Son © 
« God is, by the Deſign and Will of the Father, his Subſtantial 
Image. Demonſt. Evang. lib. 4. c.3. p. 148. 
(2) Ex quo, quando ipſe voluit, ſermo filius natus eſt; qui 
non in ſono percuſſi Aeris, aut tono coactæ de viſceribus vocis 
accipitur, ſed in ſubſtantid prolatæ à Deo Virtutis agnoſcitur.— 
Hic ergo, quando Pater Volujt, proceſſit ex patre; Et qui oa 
| CO | pat! 
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| * Things were made. 
& Before all Things, ſeeing all Things were 


Qu. II. Of the Unity of God. 
| © when he Willed, the Word his Son was 
| © begotten; the Word, not produced as Sound 
| © is by the Vibration of the Air, or as the 
| © Tone of the Voice by the Organs of Speech, 
but as a Subſtantial Power (or Real Per- 
| © ſon.) proceeding forth from God.” Again: 
He therefore, when the Father Vill'd, pro- 
* ceeded forth from the Father. And He who 
vas I the Father, becauſe he was from the 
„Father, was afterwards With the Father, 
* © becauſe he proceeded forth from the Father; 
| * even That divine Subſtance (or Perſon) 


« which is called the Word, by whom all 
— And juſtly is he 


made Ba [or Through] him; who proceed- 


4 ed forth from God, at whole Mil all Things 
were made; God verily proceeding forth 
from God, ſo as to be a Second Perſon, and 


« yet not taking away from the Father the 
« Prerogative of being [abſolutely] The One 
„ 5 


Theſe Paſſages very plainly ſhow the Senſe 
of theſe Antient Authors, that the Son was 


begotten By the Will, that is, by an Adt of 
the Father; (not only Jixvr@+ wares, ac- 
cording to St. Auſtin's Quibble, unknown to 
all theſe Antient Writers; but Yi\row db 


patre fuit, quia ex patre fuit, cum patre. poſtmodum fuit, quia 
ex Patre proceſſit; ſubſtantia ſcilicet ta divina, cujus nomen 
eſt Verbum, per quod facta ſunt omnia. Et meritò ipſe eſt 


ante omnia, quando per illum facta ſunt omnia, qui proceſſit 
ex Deo, ex cujus voluntate facta ſunt omnia. Deus utiq; pro- 
cedens ex Deo, Secundam Perſonam efficiens, ſed non eripiens 


Cd 


ud patri quod UNUS eſt Peu. De Trinit, c. 31, 
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124 Of the Unity of Cod. 
g) by the ineffable Power and Operatiar 

of his Will, before all (1) Time. 25 

I ſhall conclude This Head with a remarka. 

ble Paſſage of Euſebius, in his Letter concern. 
ing the Determinations of the Council of 
Nice, The Oppoſers of the Arians at That 
Time, affirmed concerning the Son, that (2) 

be had an exiſtence, before he was Begotten 
into a Son. The Arians affirmed, that (3) 

he was Nothing, before he was Begotten 

that is, that he was Made out of Nothing, 
The Council of Nice cenſured this Aſſertion 

of the Arians And Euſebius thus apologizes 

for his ſubſcribing to That Cenſure. *1 
thought it not unreaſonable, ſays be, to 

** (4) condemn That Poſition, Ihe Son was 
Nothing, before be was begotten ;] for that 
All Men confeſs he was the Son of God, 
« before his Generation according to the Fleſh, 
But our moſt religious Emperor CON 
E STANTINE proved moreover by Ar- 
„ guments [72 the Council,] that, with ref- 
« pect even to his divine Generation, he had 


i 


. 44 by 


(1) Qui ante omne tempus eſt, ſemper in Patre fuiſſe dicen- 

dus eſt. Novatian. de Trint. c. 31. | 

(2) Toy dr TPoTþey, v5 por Jeux nb er 16 vi. Athanal. de Sy-. 
nod. Arimin. & Seleuc. ex Hilar. de Trinit. lib. 4. 

(3) Igu unnd, 8 w, Anathem, Concil. Nic. 
(5 E. pry To abe oem Geo, To (ae 8 Very nbi gx ) 8% ur. 
a Fi , TW 70% FRET , OparN3/tiok, ed eur vicy re F500 4, 
ces A ce o Jeunes be- ln 5 Neo 1% Bao iag 7 
AY a ure, X04 KOT, 21 25060 & UT 0) bunu To eg vu, 
 4WYWy £40k WUTY: E786 e xl wvepytic Veuve, Auer w en 7% 
TFETEA d V,, v7 . Tov FTC dt FATIG, We Kot gail IT 
0 TwTH©>, 2 uE Toru o17@>, 4 b TE 2 xf 3% Te 4 YL 
@revru; At . Epiſt. Euſeb, ad Eccleſ. Cæſar. apud Theo 
doxet. lib. 1. c. 12. 1 fd 


2 Trio. 


Qu. Il. Of the Unity of Cod. 

a prior exiſtence before all Ages; Foraſmuch 

| © as, Before his Actual Generation, he was (1) 
| « Potentially in the Father, after an Unbegot- 

| © ten manner; the Father having been always 
Father, as alſo always King, and always Sa- 
| © viour, and Potentially All things, always 


| « fimilar and without any Change.” The 
Learned Biſhop (2) Bull ſuggeſts, that This 
Paſſage in Euſebius's Epiſtle, may perhaps be 
interpolated. Yet he acknowledges, that This 
very Paſſage is referred to by Athangſius, who 
| was Himſelf contemporary with Euſebius. 
Which makes it very 1mprobable that it ſhould 
be ſpuriouſly inſerted : And is indeed an un- 
deniable Proof, that the Paſſage is, not added 
in Theodoret, but omitted in Socrates. ; 
From what has been faid, *tis evident, that 
in what manner ſoever Any Antient Writers 
ſuppoſe the Son to have been Always in the 
Father, and that he was, not (4E S ru roi 
Jus) Made out of nothing, but (i Ts mate; 
yarIaus) Generated from the Father > (Both 
which Acts of God, viz. Creation and Gene- 
ration, are entirely and Equally above our Ca- 
pacities; we being no way able to comprehend 
in what manner any thing can be derived ei- 
ther from the Subſtance of God, or from any 
internal Power of God, or abſolutely out of 
Nothing ) Yet in This Particular, which is 


(1) In the anner deſcribed by the fore-cited Authors. There 
being no need that we following Words, © Potentially all 
things, ſhould be 1kco 1 the was of exact Similitude, but 
only of general | | 
(2) Defenſ. Seit. 

the 
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Of the Unity of Cod. 


the True and Only Point in queſtion between 


us, the Primitive Writers do all of them una. 


nimouſly and uniformly, conſtantly and invariabh 
agree; that the Father Alone is Supreme in 


Authority and Dominion, and that the Will of WF 


the Father is the Authoritative Cauſe of even 


Act of the Son, Which is directly contradicto- 
ry to Tour Aſſertion, that the Son is as truly 


P. 22,53, 
ST- 


P, 28, 33. 


But ' tis time to proceed. 


« The ONE SUPREME God” as the 


Father; God © in the ſame and in as HIGH 


« a Senſe, as the Father Himſelf,” that is, ha- 
ving equally Supreme and independent Authority, 

Having premiſed, that, according to Tou, the 
& Father and Son are Both The ONE SU. 
«< PREME God; Not ONE in Perſon, but 


in Subſtance ,” (Which is directly affirming 
that there are TWO Supreme Gods in Perſon, 


though ſubſiſting in One undivided Subſtance; 


TWO Supreme Governours of the Univerſe, 


though ſubſiſting in One common metaphyſical 


Nature or Godhead :) you proceed to ſupport 


your Aſſertion by the following Argument, 


P. 28, 32. 


Numerous © Texts of the Old Teſtament, in. 


« which The One Supreme God is undoubtedly 
«* ſpoken of, the Ante-Nicene Writers in general 
under ſtood of Chriſt : Therefore they under- 
ſtood Chriſt to be Himſelf © The One Su- 
« preme God,” as well as the Father. Tohave 
made out This Conſequence, you muſt have 
proved that the Antient Writers ſo applied theſe 
Texts to Chriſt, as that the Manner of their 
application of them inferred This Comps 
Whic 


Qu. II. 07 the Unit 7 Cod. 


Which if it had been the Caſe; how comes it 
to paſs that thoſe Writers Themſelves never 
| draw that Concluſion, which you deduce for 
them? How comes it to paſs that They Them- 


WB ilves never ſay that Chriſt is The One, or 


The Only God, or I he One Supreme God? Nay, 
| how comes it to paſs, that they not only con- 
| ſtantly apply theſe Titles to God the Father 


127 


only; but Many of them expreſsly condemn the 


| applying of this Title, zhe (1) one Supreme 
| God, to the Perſon of Chriſt ; and make it the 
F ſame Hereſy, to ſay that he is Himſelf abſolute- 
ly The (2) Lord God Almighty, The One God, 


1b; only God, as to ſay that he 1s the Perſon | 


| of the Father? This, I ſay, is altogether un- 
accountable upon your Hypotheſis. But I 


ſhall now proceed to ſhow you direFly, that 


the Ancient Writers could not and did not apply 
the Texts of the Old Teſtament to the Perſon 
of Chriſt in the Manner you ſuppoſe; as if they 
thought him to be Himſelf The One Supreme 
God, Almoſt all the Texts you alledge, repre- 
ſent God appearing viſibly, and ſpeaking to the 
Parriarchs and to "Moſes : Aſcending, or Deſ- 


cending And often at the ſame time ſtyle him 


an Angel or Meſſenger. Now, as the Scripture 
declares that 1 Man hath ſeen God at any Time, 
and that Non have heard his Voice or ſeen bis 


Shape, John 1,18; 5, 37: ſo it is alſo the 


UPANUMOUS Doctrine of all the Antients, that it 


(*) See above, on p. . i 
(2) Tertull. adv. Prax. c. 2. Novat. c. 30, 31. Euſeb. Ec- 
"el, Theol. lib, I. c. 1. lib. 2, c. 4. See above, on P. 4. 


Was 
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| Was abſurd and blaſphemous and prophane to 


of the Uni of Cod. 


ſuppoſe The one Supreme God either (1) ap- 


but as repreſenting the Perſon, and miniſtring 
to the Will, of the One Supreme God and Fa- 


pearing or ſpeaking or being ſiiled an Angel 
And the Abſurdity of the Suppoſition (in the 
manner the Antients expreſs it) evidently 


ariſes always, not from the conſideration of 
his Paternity, but of his Supremacy, of his be- 


ing the One Supreme Self-exiflent Independent 


God of the Univerſe. The Antients therefore 
applied the Texts of the Old Teſtament we 


are now ſpeaking of, to Chriſt; not as being 


himſelf 7 he One Supreme God of the Univerſe, 


ther F All. This is ſo exceedingly clear and 
plain to any one who has with the leaſt Care 


look'd into Antiquity, that I could not ima- 


gine you would have expected any further 


Proof of it. To put it out of all Doubt with 


you therefore, for the future; I. ſhall here, 
once for all, diſtinctly, and in order, ſet before 
you the full Senſe of all thoſe "Antenicent 


Writers, from whom you alledge upon This 


Head a very few imperfect Scraps. 


The Firſt, is (2) Fuftin Martyr, Who lays 


it down; © That no one who has the leaſt 
0 Senſe, will preſume to ſay, that The Ma- 


e ker and Father of the Univerſe left the ſu- 


(1) Ex primevorum DoRorum ſententia, Deus Pater a ne- 
mine unquam, ne per aſſumptas quidem ſpecies, viſus eſt aut vi- 


deri potelt, Bull Defenſ, Sett. 4, c, 3. L. 4. 

(2) "Cu Toy Te¹αν,du Tw Nav 2 reurife, KUATUAITO VT Th var v. 
* 
** EUR, 27 „a 7e puokie Oc t 1 0510 00y x uu you 


Eg, reg Un, Dia. cum Tryph. P 73. Edit. Gr. 
6 perczlcſtial 


Qu. u. Of the Unity of God. 


5 © perceleſtial Manſions, and appeared here in 
a little Part of the Earth.” W heretore he 


| argues, (1) © that the God who ſpake to 
| © Moſes, Bok that he was the God of Abra- 


Ham &c. was not The Maker of the Univerſe ; 
* but it was That Perſon, who (as he had 


before ſhown.) had appeared to Abraham & c. 
| * miniſcring to the Will of the Maker of all 


« Things; and who miniſtred alſo in like 


„ manner to his Will at the judgment on 


© the Sodomter.” This he had before pro- 


ved in many Inſtances. Particularly: Ha- 
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ving told Trypho, that God appeared to 


A. raban at the Oak of Mamre, with two 
Angels ſet along with him to execute Judg- 
ment upon the Sodomites; ſeat along with 


him (1 ſay) © by (2) Another who always 


* abides i in the Supercæleſtial Manſions, and 


never appeared to Any; Whom (ſays be ) 
* we underſtand to be The Maker aud Father 


F the Univerſe: „ He endeavours from 


hence to convince Trypho and his Friends, 


«K (3) that beſides The Maker of the Univerſe, 


2 there is another who IS, and in Scripture 
is ſtiled, Lord and God 3 who is allo called 
an Angel, becauſe he carries Me {ſages unto 
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Of the Unity of God. 
© Men according to the Will of The Maker of 


the Univerſe, beſides whom there is ng 
other God.” Again, he endeavours pre. 


ſently after in like manner to convince 


them, © (1) that the Perſon who is ſaid to 


have appeared to Abraham and to Facy) 


< and to Moſes, and is ſtiled God; is eAns. 


* 


o 


ther Perſon, diſtinct from the God who i; 


the Maker of all Things : Diſtinct, I ſay, in 


© Number, but not diſagreeing in Wil. For 
TJ affirm that he never did any Thing, but 


„ what it was the Hill of the Maker of the 


(e 


Univerſe (above whom there is no other 


God) that he ſhould both do and fay.” 


And again he infers preſently, from Gey. 19, 
24, (another of your Texts,) “that (2) Ore 
« of the Three (Angels,) who is alſo God and 
Lord, and who Minuiſters to Him [ to the S. 
% preme God] which is in Heaven; is Lord 
c of the [other] Two Angels. — He, as the 
« Scripture declares, is alſo Lord; having 
« Received Power from the Lord who is in 


Heaven, that is, from the Maker of the U- 
* niverſe, to bring upon Sodom and Gomorra 
* thoſe Judgments --which' are recorded.” 


». 
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Whence he concludes afterwards, „that (1) 
* the Scripture ſpeaks of two "Perſons in 
Number; the Oze upon Earth, who deſ- 
* cended to ſee the Cry of the Sodomites : the 


Other in Heaven, who is the LORD of 


* That Lord who was upon Earth; as being 


* his Father and God, and the Cauſe of his 


* Exiſtence, even though He alſo himſelf be 
« Potent, and Lord, and God.” Again, he 
proceeds to prove, « that (2) the Perſon who 


appeared to the Patriarchs, being (tiled God, 


* is alſo called both an Angel and Lord ; that 
« ye may learn from hence, that he is” [ not, 


The One Supreme God, but] the Miniſter of 


c the Father of the Univerſe. Then he goes 


on to ſhow, that the ſame Perſon, who had 


appeared to the Patriarchs under theſe Cha- 


racters, (3) “appeared alſo and converſed with 


" « Miſes: 3 mini/tring, as had been before ſhown 
in many Inſtances, to The Supreme God, 
0 above whom there is no other God.” And 


again, in another Place,; (4) Thave ſhown 
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07 the Unity o Ou. 


« Cſays he) that it was Jeſus who appeared 
yp « and converſed with Moſes and Abraham 
0 and the other Patriarchs; min7ring to 
* the Mill of the Father.“ And again; he 
(1) fays, that Chriſt © had all the fore-men- 
„ tioned Titles,” [is. the Glory of the Lord, 
Sou, Wiſdom, Angel, God, Lord, Word, and 
| Chicf- Captain, | * from his Nini fring to the 
« Will 0 the Father, and from his being be- 
„ gotten of the Father By bis Will.” Once 
more, He thus lays down the ſame Notion, 
(2) „When God ys; God went up from 

* Abraham, or, the Lord ſpake unto 22 
8 w_ the Lord went dow, to ſee the Tou- 
5 7, Ke. Do not imagine that the Unbegot- 
bs = God himſelf deſcended or aſcended. For 
e the unſpeakable Father and Lord of all 
Things, neither goes, nor waiks any where; 
ec ——but abides in his Place, where-ever ir 
& Is ; ——never moving, nor being compre- 


* 
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(2) Ora, 6 F865 ALYY een o Nee c Ag, 1 ZAQANTE 24 
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£y 7%  peev0ts, 97e 2 Mao 4g ACA, PT xupics Aae 


vets E gcepe d, & c. Ibid. P. 119, 120, 
« hended 


Qu. II. Of the Unity of Cod. 


« hended in any Place, no, not even by the 


« whole World. How then ſhould he ſpeak. 


« to, or be ſeen by any one, or afpear in a 
& little Corner of the Earth; when the Peo- 
« ple on Mount Sinai were not able to be- 
« hold the Glory even of him who was Sent 


by him? —Wheretore neither Abraham, 


* nor Iſaac, nor Jacob, nor any other Man 
* ever ſaw him who is the Father and ineffa- 
« ble Lord of all Things abſolutely, even 
« of Chriſt himſelf: But they faw him, who, 
* By the Mill of the Father, is God as being 
* his Son, and an Angel as Miniſtring to his 
% Will. —-If we underſtand not the Scrip- 
* tures in This manner, the Conſequence 
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« will be, that the Father and Lord of the 


* Univerſe was not then in Heaven, when 


4 Moſes ſays, the Lord rained from the Lord 
* out of Heaven, &c.” Agreeably to which, he 


tells us, (1) © the Jews are jultly reproved 
for imagining that it was the Father of all 


* Things who always ſpake to Moſes; when 


* indeed it was the So of God, who is cal- 
4“ led an Angel and Meſſenger,” 

From all theſe and numerous other Places, 
tis undeniably certain F#/tiz did not think 


that the Divine Perſon who is repreſented 


appearing viſibly and talking in the Old-Teſta- 
ment, was himſelf the Supreme God and Ma- 
ker of all Things, or the abſolute Lord of the 
Univerſe ; but the viſible Repreſentative of the 

(1) "Is aies wy 9/10 ct T rr. T Y FF VS Ta 
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134 Of the Unity of Cod. 
Due Supreme inviſible God. Accordingly *tis 
very obſervable, and you ought to have taken 
Notice of it, that in his Application of the 
Texts of the Old-Teſtament to Chriſt, the Be. 
ginning and Concluſion of every Argument is 
to ſhow, that Chriſt is, not [5 #7i Tavrwr Je, 
0 D T@y 0X)» 0 TMOwTH1S 1 N, abſolute- 
ly the One Supreme God, Lord, and Maker of 
all Things; but always ſubordinately [LY 
N e e g Dede, G / N xa It | 
xai A] God and Lord, the Perſon /tiled | 
God and Agel and Lord, and the ike. And | 
though in his Application, which you refer 
1 to, of the 24th P/elm, he does indeed ſtile 
FP. 30. Chriſt ( e Sol Lord of Hoſts; ye 
. he  expreſgly tells you, that he is fo (1) 
** accordingzugo the Vill of the Father who 
Gave him this Power.” And again, in the 
Paſſage above-cited ; that © tho? he is himſelf 
both Powerful, and Lord and God, yet the 
Father is His Lord and God, and the 
* Caſe of his Exiſtence.” Laſtly, Chriſt is, 
in J:/1i#s Citation of Pſ. 99,1, © the (2) Lord 
thut reigneth from the Tree;” i. e. the 
Lord who, as Juſtin argues, was made (Tabs) 
Paſjible E/ the Will of God for our Sakes:. 
 Plainly ſhowing his Opinion, that Chriſt was 
not Ihe Supreme impaſſivle God. But you 
have thought fit to leave out and conceal 
from your Reader the Words, © from the 
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Qu. II. Of the Unity of Cod. 

« Tree;” which, no doubt, Juſtin found in 

the Old Greek Tranſlation of Pf. 9 9. 
Before I leave Juſtin Martyr, it will not be 

improper here to obſerve, that, to all the Places 

in Juſtin's unqueſtionably genuine Writings, 


which thus expreſsly declare The Word to be 
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the Miniſter of God's Will, the Learned Biſhop 


Bull oppoſes one ſingle Paſſage out of an Epi- 


ſtle to Diognetus ;, of which Epiſtle, Euſebius 


makes no mention in his Enumeration of the 
Writings of Juſtin; and it is judged by Learn- 


ed Men to be ſpurious, as differing in Stile 


and Language from Juſtin's unqueſtioned Wri- 
tings. Indeed the Author of this Epiſtle de- 
»ing in expreſs Terms, what Juſtin conſtantly 
all through his Writings as expreſsly affirms 
and inſiſts upon, viz.- that the. Word is the 


Miniſter and the Angel or Meſſenger of God; is 


ſuch a Mark of Spuriouſneſs, as would alone, 
in like Circumſtances in any other Caſe, be 
allowed to be deciſive. The Learned Biſhop: 


further takes notice, (1) © that almoſt all the 


ancient Catholick Writers, before Arius's time, 


K 4 ſeem 


(1) Veteres Catholici penè omnes, qui Arium præceſſere, 
flii Dei. inviſibileem atq; immenſam Naturam ignorafle viden- 


tur. Scilicet de filio Dei ita aliquoties loquuntur, quaſi is, etiam 
ſecundum divinam ipſius Naturam, finitus eſſet, viſibilis, & 


certe aliquo in loco incluſus, ac veluti cancellis quibuſdam cir- 


cumſcribtius. Nam cum probare volum, eum qui Patriarchis 
& viris Sanctis ſub ver, Teſt. olim apparuit ac locutus eſt ſeho- 
væ nomine inſignitus, ipſum Dei filium fuiſſe; hoc ferè utun- 
tur difunctivo Argumento: quod vel dei filius fuerit qui con- 


ſpectus eſt, vel angelus creatus, vel Deus Pater. Creatum non 


fuſſe Angelum inde colligunt, quod Jehova ac Deus A Spiritu 
dancto dicatur. Patrem verò non fuiſſe, ex eo probant. quod 
55 | | | 18 
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Of the Unity of God. 
ſcem not to have known any thing of the 
Inviſibility and Inmenſity of the Son of God: 


That they often ſpeak of him in ſuch a man- 


ner, as if, even in reſpect of his Divine Nature, 


he was Finite, Viſible, and Circumſerib'd in 
Place. For when they would prove, that 


the Perſon who appeared and converſed with 
the Patriarchs and holy Men under the Old 


Teſtament by the Name and Title of Feho- 
vab, was the Son of God; they generally 
make uſe of this Diſjunctive Argument: 


That He who was then ſeen, was either the 


Son of God, or a Created Angel, or God the 


Father. That it was not a Create Angel 


they conclude, becauſe he is ſtiled by the 


Holy Ghoft, Jehovah and God. And that 
it was not the Father, they prove; becauſe 


the Father 1s Immenſe, filling all Places, and 


circumſcribed by None; For which Reaſon 
it is impious ever to entertain a Thought, 


that He appeared in any particular Place and 


ſmall Corner of the Earth : As if indeed 


this igt be ſaid of the Son of God, right- 


ly and without Danger. And by the ſame 
Argument they teach, that the Son of God 
1s viſebie, This, That Learned Prelate ac- 


knowledges to be indeed a (1) very great Dif- 
ficulty, and ſuch as had once been a (2) Stone 


is fit Immen ſus, loca replens omnia, nullo incluſus; ac pro- 

inde ipſum certo aliquo in loco atq; exiguo terre angulo ap- 
aruiſſe, vel gogitatu nefas ſit: quaſi ſcilicet id ipſum de filio 
ei, jure ac fine periculo dici poſſet. Pari ratione filium Dei 

Viſibilem eſſe jidem docent. Deſenſ. F. N. Sect. 4. c. 3. P. 267. 


(1) Nodus vindice digniſſimus. 101d. | 
(2) Fatzor me ad iſtum lapidem olim offendiſſe. bids 


7 


Qu. II. Of the Unity of God. 


of Stumbling to himſelf. The Way by which 
he ſolves and reconciles the Expreſſions of this 


ſort, which, he tells us, (1) run through the 


Writings of almoſt all the Primitive Fathers ; 


(2) © than that the Son, who is by Nature 
* equally Omnipreſent and Inviſible with the Fa- 
« ther, did yet condeſcend to appear in ſome 
« certain Places, i. e. made Himſelf wvifible 
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is This. He thinks, they meant no more, 


© mito Men by ſome external Symbols of bis 


e Preſence, when he declared unto them the 
* Commands and Will of God the Father.” An 


olvious Objection immediately offering it ſelf 


againſt This Solution, he thus takes Notice 


of : (3) © Had the Fathers meant no more 


than This; how comes it to paſs then, that 


they were ſo exceedingly careful to deny 
* the poſſibility of aſcribing ſuch an Appearance 
to the Father, as being unworthy of His Su- 
« preme Ma jeſiy? For even Goa the Father 
(it may be thought) might equally in This 
* manner have manifeſted his Perſon to Men, 


„without any Diminution of his Majeſty.” | 


The Anſwer the Biſhop gives to This, is; 
* that Truly the Primitive Doctors judged 


1) Non in uno tantum & altero ſcriptore Veteri occurrat, 


ſed primævorum patrum pene omnium monumenta percurrat. 


1d. 


(i) Ibid. P.268. 


(3) Sim—=patres iſti —— nihil aliud voluerunt, ——quor- 
ſum id ipſum à deo Patre, tanquam Summa ipſius Majeſtate in- 
imum, tam ſollicite removerunt? &c. ibid. 


0 plainly 
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| Of the Unity of God. 


nion, God the Father never was nor ever 
could be ſeen of any one, no not even b 


any aſſumed Symbols of his Preſence. He, 


ing The One Supreme God, but in ſuppoſing 


. cc 


« having no Original, is SUBFECT 1 
' None ;, and can no more be faid to be Sent, 
than to be begotten by Another. On the 
« contrary, the Son of God, as being begotten of 


God the Father, does on (2) That Account 


« certainly owe all bis Power to the Father, 
« as received from him: Nor is it Jzſs Honoy- 
rable for him to be Sent, than to be Bepot- 
« ten, of the Father.” From theſe Words 
appears the Weakneſs of the DiſtinFion you 
rely upon; vis. that the Abſurdity and Blaf. 
phemy (mentioned by the Antients) of ſup. 


poſing the Father to appear at all as a Meſſen- 


ger, even fo much as under any aſſumed Sym- 
bols of his Preſence 5 conſiſts, not in ſuppo- 


(1) Quippe ex ipſorum Sententia, Deus pater a nemine un- 
quam, nè per aſſumptas quidem ſpecies viſus eſt, aut videri po- 
reſt, A nullo ille ortus principio, nulli SUBFECTUS elt: 


neq; magis ab alio Miſſus, quam ab alio natus dici poteſt. Con- 


tra filius Dei, qua ex deo Patre natus, eo certè nomine pati 
liam omnem Auctoritatem acceptam refert ; neq; : minus ipſi 
bonorificum a patre Mitti, quam ex patre Naſci. ibid. 


(2) The Learned Biſhop Pearſon ſpeaks excellently to the 


ſame Purpoſe. ** We muſt not ſo far indeavour to involve our 
«< ſelves iu the Darkneſs of This Myſtery, as to deny That Glory 
** undeniably con ſiſteth in This, that he is God, not Of any Other, 
but Of Himſelf; and that there is no other Perſon who is God, 
but is God Of him. It is no diminution to the Son, to ſay he 
is From Another; for his very Name imports as much, But 
it were a Diminution to the Father, to ſpeak ſo of Him. And 
there muſt be ſome Pre-eminence, where there is place for 
« Derogation.” Pag. 35, Edit. 4th, % by 
10 


which is clearly due unto the Father; whoſe Pre- eminence 


qu. I. Of the Unity of Cod. 
the Father, conſidered as Father, to appear 
in ſuch manner: The Weakneſs (I ſay) of 


This Diſtinction, evidently appears from Bi- | 
ſhop Bull's own Words. For the Impoſſibility 


of the Father's being a viſible Meſſenger, is not 


founded upon his Paternity, but upon his abſo- 


lute Supremacy ; upon That © Summa Maje- 
* fas,” his being Subject to None, [“ Nulli 
« Subje&us,”] which is inſeparable from his 
being the unoriginate Author of All Things. 
Nor do the Primitive Writers ever lay the 
Streſs of This Argument upon the relation of 


Paternity, but upon the SUPREMACT of 


Him who is the Father of All, They ac- 
counted it Blaſphemy to ſay or to think, that 
The One Supreme God, (“ Yivs Toy S,) the 
Supreme or abſolute Maker of all Things, (5 
ToyTy5s TOY O ſhould appear, ſpeak, move, or 
be Sent, Nor is This Argument at all affect- 
ed by what the Learned Biſhop-Bull alledges 


in the Place before- cited; that ſome of the 


lame Antient Writers who argue in This 


Manner, and who expreſsly aſſert the Son's 


Appearing by the Will of the Father, do till 


in ſome other Paſſages of their Works ſup- 


poſe even this Appearing of the Son to be 
only by aſſumed viſible Symbols, and that 
his Preſence was not circumſcribed by the 


Place he appeared in. For the Omnipre- 
ſence, Subſtantial or Virtual, aſcribed b 


theſe Writers to the Son, (in whatever Senſe 


it be underſtood,) *tis palpable was not by 
9 5 op ES JS (1) Them 
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149 Of the Onity of Cod. 


| (1) Them apprehended to infer any Equality of 


SUPREME Independent Authority, who, ex. 


preſsly upon account of the Father's Supre. 


_ macy over All, affirm it to be abſurd and Þliſ: 
phemous to aſcribe That to the Father, which 


without any Derogation may be aſcribed to the 

C 
The Next Writer is Irenæus. Out of whom 

the only material Thing you here alledge, is, 


zo. that he applies the Texts, (Gen. 19, 24 Ex- 


od. 3; 4, 8, 14, 15,) to Chriſt as being © The 
* One Supreme God.” What I have already 
obſerved from Juſtin Martyr, might ſuffice in 


general to ſhow you the meaning of Trenens, 


and of the Other Primitive Writers, But that 
Treneus may alſo in particular be allowed to 
explain his own Senſe , he tells you, in num- 


berlefs Places, that the Perſon who appeared 


vi/ibly under the Old Teſtament, and is ſtil'd 
God and Lord, was, not The One Supreme God 
and Maker of all Things, but the Word, his 
Son, who (2) Minifired to the Will of The 


(1) Clemens Alexandrinus, in that very Paſſage where he 
ſeems moſt of all to aſſert the So not being circumſcribed in 
Place, adds: "Avry y e V ($ vis) UT Ep0X, To, Aru Vα,“h⁹(I- 4. 
47% 70 A,, r FAT, Strom. J. p. 702. Fhis is the 
« Greateſt Excellency of the Son, that he orders all Things ac. 
cording to the Will of the Father.” | 

(2) Diviti & multæ Voluntati Patris deſervit. lib. 3, c. 18. 
p. 242. Again: Bonum autem Placitum Patris, filius perficit: 
Mittit enim pater, mittitur autem & Venit ſilius. Omma 
autem filius adminiftrans patri perficit ab initio uſq; ad finem. 
Revelat omnibus patrem, quibus vult, & quando wult, & 


auemadmodum vult Pater. lib. 4. c. 14. Again : Tov Ned ve 
uusανν⁰ν r Nẽeirt re Frov 36, mere, ©* The Hand of 


« God, ſubſervicnt to the Will of God even the Father.” lib. 5. 
c. 5, p. 495, Again: Voluntati patris Deſerviens. ibid. c. 15: 
p. 42 3. Again: Miniſtrans Patris ſui Voluntaty ibid. c. 26. p. Al. 


(1) One 


Qu. II. Of the Unity of Cod. 141 
(1) One God, the Father and Maker of al! 
bing. And accordingly ; tho? he applies to 
X- Wl the Son innumerable "Texts, where The One 
*- I Supreme God and Father of all, is primarily and 
originally meant; yet 'tis moſt evident he ne- 
ver thereby intends to prove that the Son is 
de himſelf © The One Supreme God,” but, on the 
contrary, that he manifeſts, declares, and ful- 
nf the Will and Commands of the One Supreme 
5, W God, Nor does he ſo much as Once in All his 
- MW Writings ſtile the Son either The One Supreme 
God, or The One God; but conſtantly reſerves 
/ WM thoſe Titles to the Father. Nay, 'tis remark-- 
able, that in That very Chapter, to which 
» you refer for his Application of the fore-na- 
med Texts to the Son of God, he expreſsly 
tells you, with reſpe& to the Firſt of them, 
| (Gen. 19, 24,) that © the Son (2) received 
from the Father Power to judge the Sodo- 
* mites.” The Second Text, (Exod. 3; 4,8,) 
he (3) applies to God the Father only; whom 
he there ſolemnly invokes as the only and 
true God, through Feſus Chriſt. The Third 
Text alſo, (Exod. 3; 14, 15,) he (4) applies 
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(1) See above, p. 93. Cc. | 

(2) Filium a patre Accepiſſe Poteſtatem ad judicandum 
dodomitas. lib. 3. c. 6. 

(3) Et ego igitur invoco te, domine Deus Abraham &c. pater 
domini noſtri Jeſu Chritti, qui dominaris omnium, qui 
es Solus & Verus Deus, ſuper quem alius Deus non eſt, per do- 
minum noſtrum Jeſum Chriſtum. ibid. T's 2 

(4) Omuium Deus © dominws, qui & Moyſi dixit, ego ſum, qui 
ſum, &c & Hujus filius Jeſus Chriſtus dominus Noſter, —Ipſe eſt 
enim qui deſcendit & aſcendit propter ſalutem -Hominum. Per 
Hlium itaq; manifeſtatus eſt Deus. lib. 3. c. G. 


to 
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to God the Father only; whom he there ſtiles 


E 343 35» 


2.28, G34. 


The God and Lord of all, in expreſs contra- 
diſtinction to his Son Feſus Chriſt our Lord: 
By whom, he tells you preſently after, God was 
manifeſted. Theſe Paſſages, and the Analogy 
of many other to the like purpoſe cited above 
(p. 93, &c.) out of This Author, evidently 
ſhow how different his real Meaning is from 
what you repreſent it, in That particular Paſ- 


ſage, where he ſays that (1) Our LordChrift, 


who is the Re ſurrection and the Life, [ of which 
emphatical Words you have taken no Notice, ] 
is, with the Father, the God of the Living.” 
The next of the Ancient Writers you refer 
to, is Theophilus Biſhop of Antioch, Whom 
you alledge for applying That Text, (Gen. 3; 


8, 9,) to Chriſt, as being himſelf “ in his 


* own Perſon” the © One Supreme God. 
His Words are highly worthy the Reader's 
Conſideration, being (I think) a moſt full 
and clear Confutation of what you intended 


to ſupport by them. © (2) You will reply, 
(ſays he to Autolycus,) © ſince I have affirm'd 


„that 


(i) Is qui de rubo locutus eſt Moyſi, & manifeſtavit ſe eſſe 
Deum Patrum, hic eſt viventium Deus, —e———-& veroun 
ejus qui & locutus eſt Moyſi, qui & Saducæos redarguit, qui 
& „ & Dominum oftendit. - — Keſurrectio au- 


tem 1ſe Dominus eſt, quemadmodum ipſe ait, ego ſur Reſur- 


rectio & vita. Ipſe igitur Chriſtus, cum Patre, vivorum 


eſt Deus, qui & locutus eſt Moyſi, qui & patribus manifeſtatus 
eſt. Lib. 4. c. 11. 


(2) Ffetz & por ov Ong mv He cb Tome wn No vue, % 
— — 5 \ 7 N 
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Qu. II. Of the Unity of God. 

« that God cannot be comprehended in any 
« particular Place, how then do I now aflert 
« that he walked in Paradiſe ? I anſwer : The 


« God and Father of all things is IMMENSE, 


and not found in any particular Place: 

« But his WORD, By whom he made all T hings, 
« —he (I lay) repreſenting the Perſon of the 
Father and Lord of ail I hings, came into Para- 


« dife in the Perſon of God, and converſed with 
Adam.“ And preſently after, he adds, (up- 


on John 1; 1, 35) © The Word therefore being 
God, and the Son of God; the Father of the 


143 


« Univerſe SENDS him, when 'tis his Hi 


«* ſo to do, unto any particular Place; where 


hen he comes, he is both heard and ſæen, 
being ſent by the Father; and he is found 
in That Place.” Theſe Words undeniably 


ſhow, that, in Theophilus's Opinion, directly 


contrary to what you refer to him for ; the Per- 
ſon who appeared and talkd with Adam, was 
not himſelf The One Supreme God, but the Word, 
his Son and Mini ſter, who repreſented his Per- 


ſon, and was ſent by him. Nor is there here any 


Room to diſtinguiſh between the one Supreme 
God, and the Perſon of the Father: For Theo- 
Phils does not ſpeak of God under the Relation 
or Character of the Father of our Lord Teſus 
Chriſt, but 48 being (0 Jes nai rache a/ N 
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the God and Father of all Things: And he 
ſays that the Word aſſumed the Perſon (not of 
the Father merely, according to your Hypo- 


_ theſis; but 78 Js) of him who is God abſp- 


ſolutely, or The Supreme God. So that, you 
ſee evidently, Theophilus (having never heard 


of your Diſtinction, of God conſidered ef- 


| ſemiially, and God conſidered Perſonally, de- 


nies equally that the Word is The One Su- 
preme God, as that he is the Perſon of the 


Fuat her. 0 


One (1) Chapter of whoſe Pedagogue (which 


The next Author is Clemens Alexandrinus. 


you know 1s a Juvenile and Rhetorical Piece) 
you cite, and obſerve that he ſays, Chriſt ſpeaks 


| in bis OWN PERSO , Exod. 20, 2. As if 
the Intent of that Expreſſion was, that he 


Chapter, is to ſhow that Chriſt is our Maſter, 


There declared himſelf to be in bis own Per- 
fon The One Supreme God. Mow on the con. 
trary, the Intent of (lement in That very 


whom the Supreme Father (arg Tay a1) 


z2who only is Perfect, (ue TiXu@r,) i. e. of 


Original underived Pefection, ſent to inſtruct 


us in the Way of Salvation. And Chriſt, in 


the Paſſage you cite, is obſerved to ſpeak in bis 


ON Perſon, not in oppoſition to his being 
the Repreſentative of the Perſon of the Father, 


(as you would abſurdly make your Reader be- 


heve ;) but he is obſerved by Clemens to ſpeak 


in his Oren Perſon, in the Firſt Perſon, I an 


(1) Hab ou 5, ray A als A (Ns pe. E, &c. C. 7. 


the 


Ou. II. Of the Unity of Cod. 


IV. FY. 3 ug YI Oy So CP Fu Yo, . w. vv 


the Lord, in oppoſition to his being elſewhere 
ſpoken of in the Third Perſon, HE kept him 
as the apple of his Eye, Deut. 32, 10. Your 
obſervation therefore upon This Phraſe [9s 
75 ids TCTWT's, « 77 his 0Wwn Perſon,” \ 18 per- 
fectly ridiculous. And that Clemens in his 


1145 


lateſ{ Writings, is moſt clear and full againſt 


your Notion; I have ſhown at large above, 


p. 81, 82. 


proceed to Tertullian: Who is ſo far from 5. 28, 29; 


applying any Text ro Chriſt as being Himſelf 
The one Supreme God, that he expreſsly con- 
demns (1) that very Expreſſion in his Adver- 
fary, as being equivalent to affirming him to 
be The Father Himſelf. And in the very 
Chapter you here cite, he directly ſuppoſes 
him to be zot The (2) moſt High God. You 


could not but know, Tertullian always declares 


Chriſt to have appeared and converſed with 


Mankind, not in his (3) «wz Name, but in 


(1) Ipſe Deus Dominus Omnipotens Jeſus Chriſtus predica- 
tur. Adv. Prax. c. 2. | ; 8 

(2) Altiſſimus &ternus Deus. Adv. Prax. c. 16. | 

(3) Id verbum, filium ejus appellatum, in nomine Dei variè 
viſum Patriarchis, in Prophetis ſemper auditum. De Preſcripr. 
adv, Hereſ, c. 13. Again: Nam & profitemur Chriſtum ſem- 
per egiſſe in Dei patris aomine; ipſum ab initio converiatum ; 
ipſum congreſſum cum Patriarchis & Prophetis ; =—— «Cx- 
terum patrem nemini viſum, — cujus Auctoritate & no- 
mine ipſe erat Deus, qui videbatur, dei filius. Adv. Marcion. lib. 2, 
c. 2). Again: Quæcunq; autem ut indigna reprehenditis, de- 
putabuntur in filio, & viſo, & audito, & congreſſo, Arbitro Pa- 
tris & Miniſtro. ibid. Again: Chriſtus Dominus; qui ab initio, 
Vicarius patris, in Dei nomine & auditus fit & viſus. ibid. lib. 3. 


c. 6. Again: Filius ergo viſus eſt ſemper, & filius converſatus 


eſt ſemper, & filius operatus eſt ſemper, ex Auctoritate Patris & 


Voluntate; quia filius nihil poteſt a ſemetipſo facere, niſi viderit 

batrem facientem. Adv. Prax. c. 15. See more, above; P. 77, 

18. And below, on Query XXVII, towards the End. 
L 


the 


us Of thUniyof Gd. 4 
the Name of The One Supreme God, and by WW © 


His Authority and Power, as his Repreſenta- W 

tive and Miniſter : The Father being always . 

abſolutely (1) Invifible, on Account of bs WW 

Supreme Infinite Majeſty ; but the Son viſible, , 

as being (in Tertulliar's way of thinking,) . 

only a comprehenſible Part of the Fathers . 

5255 Subſtance. e | NO | 
p. 30. You think fit to cite (2) Origen alſo, for 

the Application of ove Text to Chriſt, viz, MW 

Pf. 24; 8, 10. But, after what has been ſaid, 1 

1 ſee not at all how this tends to prove that 1 

Origen thought Chriſt to be The One Supreme 0 

God; which he expreſsly, in numberleſs Pla- 1 

ces of his Writings, denies him to be. See ; 

above, P. 16, 0, 71. See alſo what Jilin iſ f 

Martyr ſays upon This very Text, above, 

F. 134. . . 9 | 

F. 29, 3, As to Cyprian: The 5th and 6th Chapters a 


ol his Second Book of Teſtimonies againſt the 


Jews, ſhow plainly that he agrees with the Wi 
Other Antients before him; and he has not 
one word to your Purpoſe. The One Suſreme iſp 
Goa, all through His Writings, is the Father: 
Who, he ſays, (3) is“ The One God who is 
Lord of all, of unequall'd Majeſty and 
« Power,” And he profeſſeth that the Son 


14 (1) Conſequens erit, ut inviſibilem patrem intelligamus pro 

4 Plenitudine Majeſtatis, viſibilem verd filium agnoſcamus pro 

14 Mlodulo Derivationis. Adv. Prax. c. 14. | 

| (2) On Matth p. 438. | 
(3) Unus igitur omnium dominus eſt Beus; neq; enim illa 

ſublimitas poteſt habere conſortem, cùm ſola omnem teneat 

Poteſtatem. De bono Patient. P. 14. : | 

| | called. 
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called the Father (1) % Lord and God; — 


« from whom he received the Power b 


« which we are baptized and ſanctified; 
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« whom he acknowledged to be Greater than 


« Himſelf; by whow, he Prayed to be Glo- 


| « ized , and whoſe Mil] he fulfilled, even to 


« the Obedience of drinking that Cup, and 
« ſuffering of Death” _ 5 wo 


' You have only one Place from the inter- p, zr. 


polated Hippolztus; and That is nothing at 
all to your Purpoſe. Unleſs the ſuppoſing 
Chriſt to create all Things By the Power and 


| according to the Will of the Father, be pro- 


ving him to be himſelf The One Supreme God. 


Which even this interpolated Writer is far 


from aſſerting, but on the other hand expreſs- 
ly does aſſert many things contrary to it. 
See above, P. 13, 16, 39, 91. 


We come now to the Primitive Council of P 29, zr, 


Antioch, conſiſting of 70 Biſhops, according 32. 


to the Account of eAthanaſins ; But probably 
they were in Truth many more, Euſebius 
calling them an (2) infinite Number. They 


apply indeed Many Texts of the Old Teſta- 


nent to Chriſt, in order to prove, againſt Paul 
of Samoſata, that he was God * before the 
Foundation of the World.” But theſe Bi- 
ſhops are ſo far from ſuppofing or declaring 
him to be © The One Supreme God,” that 


(1) Dominum & deum ſuum; quando ipſam Poreſta» 
em qua baptizamur, & ſanctificationem, ab eodem Patre Chriſtus 
aceperit ; quem majorem dixerit, a quo clarificari petierit, (Joh. 
14, 28.) cujus voluntatem uſq; ad obſequium bibendi calicis & 

undæ mortis impleverit. Epiſt. ad Fubaian. P. 203. 

00 Meist. Hiſt, Eccleſ. lib. 7. c. 28. 


L 2 | they 
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they expreſsly on the contrary ſay, (1) that 


he fulfilled the Vill of the Father in the 


“ Creation of all Things ;” citing the Word 
of the Plalmiſt, he ſpake aud they were mate, 


be commanded and they were created, The 
aſſert alſo, “ that he fulfilled the Fathers Mil 


cc 


in appearing to the Patriarchs, being ſtiled 
* ſometimes an Ae, ſometimes Lord, ſome. 


times God, But *tis Impicus (ſay they) to 


imagine, that The God of the Univerſe” [Th 
Jeon r N] © is ever called an Angel. The 


Angel (or Meſſenger) of the Father, i; 


* the Sn, who is Himſelf Lord and God: 
For it is written, he is the Angel of bis Great 
* Counſel.” Here obſerve, that, in the Judy. 
ment of This Great and Primitive Council, the 


Inpiety of ſtyling God a Meſſenger, is not 


founded upon his Paternity, but upon his 


Supremacy, upon his being [| To Ji Tay e 


P. 31, 32, 


the Supreme God. 
Novatian, another Antieat Writer whom 
ou here refer to, and who lived about the 
Time of the Council of eArtzoch ; fays, 

agreeably to the Notions of That Council, 


that (2)) God the Father, being Inmenſe—, 
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ad Paul. Samoſat. 


(2) Moſes ubiq; introduxit Deum patrem immenſum, at, 
fine fine: non qui loco claudatur, ſed qui omnem locum clau 
dat, —- Omnia continentem & cuncta complexum; ut mer 
nec deſcen4at nec aſcendat, quoniam ipſe omnia & continet & 
unplet. De Jrinit. c. z5. | 


„can 
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can neither deſcend nor aſcend, becauſe he 

de is contained in No Place, but himſelf con- 

6 fains and fills all Things; And that © to 

« ſuppoſe Him to deſcend, is to (1) circum- 

« ſcribe him in a particular Place, and to deny 

his Immenfity,” Therefore he argues, that 

eit was © The Word, the Son of God, who deſ- 

« cended.” He argues alſo, that Chriſt was 

the Perſon to whom God iſſued his (2) Com- 

mands in the Creation of the World. And 

bebe ſhows, that for This Reaſon it could not 

be the Supreme God the Father, who appear- 

J. ed and ſpake to the Patriarchs, becauſe That 

Perſon who eAppeared is (tiled both God and an 

5 Agel; Whereas (3) it is abſurd (Jays he) 

e © to call God the Father, an Angel or Meſ- 

* ſenger; for ſo he muſt be S UBI ECT to 

« Another, whoſe Angel he is.“ Evidently 

1 laying the Streſs upon the Supremacy of the 
Father ; Which Thing he alſo very largely 

n WM fiſts upon, in his 31ſt Chapter throughout. 

bs You next appeal to Lactantius, for the Ap- 


262 P. 31, 32. 

s Plication of a Text or two out of the Old N 
„ Leſtament. But ſince you could not ſeriouſly 
„expect, that your Reader {ſhould think 

Lactantius ſuppoſed the Son to be The Su- 
kbueeme God; 1 ſhall only refer you to the Pla- 
4 (1) Quem volunt hic Deum deſcendiſe — Deum patrem? 
> Ergo jam loco clauditur; & quomodo omnia ipſe complectitur? 
q ———ſupereſt ergo, ut ille deicenderit— Dei filius, Dei 
5 Verbum. ibid. | 
th (2) Non alium oftendit (Moſes) tunc adfuiſſe Deo, cui praci- 
1 2 hæc opera ut fierent, niſi eum per quem facta ſunt om- 
ur nia. ibid. | 
K (3) Sed abſit deum Patrem Angelum dicere; ne alteri SU B- 


DITUS fit, cujus Angelus fuerit. c. 26. 
g L 3 ces 


43:8 
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ces before- cited, wherein he expreſsly de- 
clares the contrary at large. See above, 
The laſt antient Writer you refer to, for 


the Application of Texts of the Old Teſti- 


ment to Chriſt as being himſelf Ihe one Su. 


Preme God,” is Euſebius of Cæſarea. Now 1 


am perſwaded the Learned World cannot but 


be amazed at your Preſumption in alledging 


This Writer in Proof of your Notion, which 
he not only all through his Works directly 


and expreſsly oppoſes, but frequently declares 
it to be (in his Opinion) improzvs and abſurd, 


And though you had overlooked all thoſe 
numerous Places of his Books againſt Mar- 
cellus, written in Defenſe of the Meœeue Faith; 


' wherein he declares moſt expreſsly that He 


thought it the Doctrine of the Whole Church, 
that (1) God the Father only 1s the One and 


_ Ozly and Supreme God,; and that Chriſi, the 
Word and Son of God, is, not himſelf Je 


(1) n, Supreme God, but a divine Perſon really 
(1) Sutorainatetothe Father, and ſtiled God and 


Lord on Account of his having received all 


Power and Authority from the Father, and 
miniſtring to his Will and Commands in all 
Things: I fay, though ail This had been 


overlook'd, or not at all conſidered by you, 


yet certainly you ought not to have appeal- 
ed to Paſſages for Proof that Euſebius thought 
Chriſt to be himſelf The One Supreme God, in 


wHich very Paſſages he directly on the contrary 
declares, that in His Opinion Chriſt is not the 


] See above, P. 4, 6,15, 18, 32, 38, 90. one 
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one Supreme God; and profeſſes that he alledges 
the Texts, only to ſhow that Chriſt is the Nord 
and Angel or Meſſenger of God, miniſtring to the 
Will of the One Supreme God. 


The ft Paſſage you refer to, is on Gen. P. 28,29; 
17 j 1, 2; and18, 1; Where Euſebius declares 5 


h1s Sentiment, that the Perſon who appeared 


in Humane Form, and converſed with 4% - 


bam, and was ſtiled Lord, was not an ordinary 
eAngel; © (1) Neither (ſays he) on the other 
* fide are we to think that it was The Su- 
* preme God (*) who here appeared; For 
* *tis Impious to ſay that God was changed, 
and that He was formed into the Figure 
and Appearance of a Man. It remaitis there- 
* fore that it was the Word of God, - ho 


appeared in humane Shape, and diſcovered 


« himſelf to Abraham, and delivered his Fa- 
& ther*s Will unto him.“ Parallel to which, 
he ſays elſewhere, upon the ſame Occaſion of 
God's appearing to Abraham ; (2) If it can 


no way be faid, that the Unbegotten and 
* immutable Eſſence of God Supreme over all, 


* was changed into the Form of a Man;— 


_ © what other Perſon could it be, (ſince it is 
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4 7mpious to affirm that it was the fr Canſ; 


* of all Things,) but his pre-exiſting Word do 


Which Word, he had juſt before faid, was the 
cc (1) Se Cauſe, after the Fat her of all 
« Things ;—having received from the Father 


ic Power and Dominion, —and numnſiring to 


« his Commands” in the Creation. 
Prefently after, upon the ext Text you 


refer to, Gen. 19,24; he ſays, (2) © that 


* Moſes evidently calls the Son“ (not, The 
one Supreme God, but) © a Second Lord after 
< the Father.“ And he more largely explains 


his Senſe of this Text in Another Place, which 


though it lay before you (as appears by your 
other Citations,) yet you have thought fit 
to take no Notice of it. (3) The Sun (ſays 


e) role upon the Earth: and Lot entered 
into Yar, and the Lord rain'd upon Sodom 


©: Br atone and Fire from the Lord. He 


&* (Moſes) here plainly mentions a Second 
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Lord, Who, he informs us, was commanded 


« by the Superiour Lord, to puniſh thoſe 
« wicked Men. But tho' we do freely con- 


« feſs that there are two Lords, yet we do not 


« ſpeak aliłe of them in our Account of their 
4 Divintty ; But pioutly attending to the true 


„Order of Things, we are taught that the 


Supreme Father, and God, and Lord, is the 
« Lord and God even of Him who is the Se- 


« cond Lord; and that the Word of God, who 
js the Second Lord, is Lord indeed of all 
« thoſe Things that are Subject to him, but 

« not of Him who is the Superiour Lord. For 
Gd the Word, is not the Lord of the Fa- 


« ther, nor the God of the Father: but he 


« 1s the Image, and Word, and Wiſdom, and 
Power of the Father; and he is the Maſter 
and Lord and God of all other Things. 


and God, even of the Son. So that all 


Things rightly center in Oe Original; and 


* All our Diſcourſes about Divinity, termi- 
nate (as Piety requires) in One God.” 


But the Father, is both Father, and Lord, 


The net Text, about which you appeal P. 2g. 


to Euſebius, is Gen. 31, 13. Upon which 
Text again you are ſo unfortunate, as to have 
him declaring expreſsly againſt you, that the 
Perſon who appeared to Jacob, was not The 
Supreme God, but His Angel or Meſſenger, de- 
livering the Will of the Supreme God. (1) 


* It was not (Jays he) the Supreme God, but 
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That Perſon who is Second after him, mi. 
„ niſiring to and declaring the Will of the 
© Father unto Men; For which Reaſon Ja. 

„ cob here calls him an Angel.” | 
P.3 Again, you refer to Euſebius, upon I. 45, 
14; ſtill directly again/ your ſelf. For be (1) 
ſays, upon That Text; that “they who 
© (the Prophet foretells) ſhall be made ſub. 
* je unto him, (to Chriſt,) ſhall worſhip 
him as God, and ſhall pray [to, or] in him, 
„ Becauſe God, who is Greater, dwells in V 
© him, even the Supreme Father and God te 
© of the Univerſe.” And afterwards. in this 1 * 
very Chapter he ſays, that the Son © is (2) wt t 


«© te Supreme God, but the only-begotten 0 
“ Son of the Supreme God,“ Oc. C 
Once moreYou refer to Euſebius, on Zech.1o, 
12; where Chriſt is repreſented as the Lord who ( 
ſays, © (3) I will come,— and many Nations | 


_ « ſhall flee unto Him who is the Szperior and 


t) Tporxunno'so iy ara ow Fw of ned,, Kot dg be- 
tg Cv vie, dl mT fue xl oi iy vie From, Tov dvwruru 
oed rent ip xa 35% Two . Dem. Evang.lib.s. c. 4. Hence 
you may obſerve in what ſenſe the Antient Church worſhip- 
ped Chriſt; not as being Himſelf The One Supreme God, and 
ultimate Object of Worthip, but To the Glory of the Father 
who dwelt in him, and from whom (ſays Euſebius) he recet- 
ved the Honour of being worſhipped as God, Eccleſ. Hiſt. lib. x. 
c. 4. Hence alſo you may underſtand what Origen means by 
(the wa $9) the One God whom Chriſtians worthip ; viz. the 
Supreme God the Father, in and through the Son. Adv. Cel/. 
lib. 8. P. 386. See above, p. 10, 24, 42: | 
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C. 26. | 
“ Great 
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« Great Lord, even the God both of lr and 

&© of the Univerſe.” 7 oe. oro 
Theſe are the Texts of Scripture, and the 


Explanations of Euſebius upon them, which 
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you, in the moſt extraordinary manner, in 


expreſs Contradiction to the whole Tenour of 
the Writings of this Learned Author, have 
alledged as Evidences that He thought Chriſt, 


the Word and Son of God, to be Himſelf 
« The One Supreme God.” | paſs by, for Bre- 
vity's Sake, other Texts, on which you refer 
to Euſebiuss Comment on the Pſalms, which 
are not any way more to your Purpoſe than 
thoſe I have already conſidered. I ſhall have 
occaſion to take notice of them hereafter, up- 


on Query XXVII, towards the End, At pre- 


ſent, I ſhall only leave with you hereupon the 


Obſervation of Montfaucon, the Learned Edi- 


tor of That Work. Who fays; (1) „I ſhould 
* heartily wiſh to join with thoſe who think 
* Euſebius to be Orthodox, in Defenſe of fo 
* Great a Man, if his Writings would per- 
mit me ſo to do. But both his other 
* Works, and eſpecially Theſe Commentaries 
* in which he openly profeſſeth Arianiſm,” 


[ſo Mont faucon erroneoully ſtiles Exſebius's 


DoQrine;)] “ oblige me to be of another Opi- 
nion.“ One Paſſage may ſerve for an In- 
ſtance of Euſebiuss Doctrine in That Book. 


(1) Ego vero iis, qui orthodoxum Euſebium cenſent, ad 
tanti viri Purgationem adſtipulari peroptarem, fi per ejus ſcripta 
liceret; At ſecus ſuadent, tum cætera ejus opera, tum maxime 
hi Commentarii, ubi Arianiſmum apertè profitetur. Pralim. in 
Euſeb. Comment. in Pſal. c. 6. 


Upon 


50 Of the Unity of God. 
| Upon F/. 109, 1, The Lord ſaid unto my Lord; 
He ſays: (1) „By the Laws of Nature, 
_ & the Father of every Son, is his Lord. 
* Wherctore God, the Father of the only be- 
« gotten Son of God, is both His God and 
Lord and Father.” NS, 
Before I leave Euſebius, (becauſe you have 
been ſo unreaſonable, as frequently to cite even 
ſo direct an Oppoſer, as a Favourer of your No- 
tions,) I ſhall ſhow you further, that in his 
Whole Demonſtratio Evangelica it is his pro. 
Feſſed Deſign, to prove that Chriſt, the Word 
of God, is not Himſelf The Supreme God,” 
but the eAngel and Miniſter of the Supreme 
God; ſtiled God and Lord, as his Son and 
Repreſentative; ſo that the Father only, is 
{till ſtrictly The One God. He begins his Book 
with obſerving, that Chriſt is That Perſon 
who appeared to Righteous Men before and 
under the Law, (2) whom Mpoſes calls 
« ſometimes God and Lord, and ſometimes 
the Angel of God; (tiled the God indeed 
and Lord of holy Men, but the Angel or 
_« Meſſenger of the Supreme Father.” Preſent- 
ly after, having ;hown that the God who ap- 
peared to Jacab, is called the Angel of God; 
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he 
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he adds: (1) © But if it is impoſſible that the 
Supreme God, who is inviſible and unbegot- 
ten, and the oAbſolute Ring of the Uni- 
verſe, {ſhould be ſeex by mortal Eyes; who 
then can That Perſon, which appeared, be, 
« but God the Word who is ſtiled Lord after 


« the Father?“ And even where he ſtiles the 


Son Creator or Framer of the World, he till 
at the ſame time ſays, that (2) © the Father 


"TPP - 


is Supreme over all, and the God even of 


this Creator himſelf” And upon thoſe 


Words of the Pſalmiſt, (Ih Throne, O God; 


—wherefore God, even Thy God, &c.) he 


thus remarks : © (3) For This Cauſe therefore 


* the Supreme God himſelf, who is Greater 
* and even Thy God, anointed Thee, O God; 
So that he who anointed, is much Superior 


to Him who was anointed by him.” And 


again he ſays, that (4) the Word of God, 
* who was before all Ages, is Superior to 
© every Angelick Nature, but Inferior to the 
« Firſt Cauſe.” And ia the Concluſion of the 
{ame Book he ſays, he has ſhown from 30 
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Of the Unity of God. 
prophetick Chapters, © (1) that the Word ar 
* God, our Lord and Saviour, is God zext 
« after Him who is Supreme over all.” And 


_ after innumerable ſuch Paſſages as theſe, he 


begins his Preface of his ſixth Book with ob- 
ſerving, (2) „that there is confeſſed to be 


One God Supreme over all, and that there 
* js demonſtrated to be after him a Second 


* Eſſence, which is over all Things that were 
made, and which the Holy Scriptures call 


the Firſt. born Wiſdom of God, and the only 


* begotten Son, and God of God, and the A. 


% gel of his Great Counſel, and the Prince of 


the Heavenly Hoſts, and the Miniſter of the 
« Father.“ 4 | 


Thus, I think, I have made it very ev 


dent, that all the Chriſtian Writers of the 


Three firſt Centuries, (I might almoſt add 


even the 4 alſo,) unanimoully agree, that 


the Son was, not himſelf The One Supreme 
Goa, but the Angel or Meſſenger of the Cove- 
nant, and that he Miniſtred to the Mill and 
Commands of the Oue Supreme God. Which 
proves the Truth of my Aſſertion, that it 


« was the Unanimous Opinion of all eAntiquity, 
* that Chriſt appeared and ſpake under the Old 
« Teſtament in the Perſon of God the Father.“ 


> 20 Azvrzgey Jeu pores Toy i TW H IH Tat, Toy Tarte 8 


Aster Yaly TOY TS F009 Ao yoy ec pipoatnagrts: lib, 5. c. 30. 
(2) Kai $r0d & wo Tod ins mavTwY WINS Y NE, 

evicy amnduxbiion; & lang (taking se in the Senſe of Unegack) 

etui ne TT) TEVVaTWY a t, 1% ooOicy F800 TPWT6T 0X0y, prove erh 

Te Viv, a Y CM , ft Vd Te BEAN #y [eX00, Xa TRY KAT ⅛˙efa- 


vev gfallt AN,, v re ædpo s Cuff, & c. lib. 6. P. 257. 
ꝓroœm. | | 


For 


uTEpas I WET | 


P 


Qu. II. Of the Unity of God. 
or Meſſenger muſt repreſent the Perſon of Auo- 
ther. If he comes in his own Name, and by 
his own Supreme independent underived Autho- 
rity, he ceaſes to be an Huge or Meſſenger. 


And yer I did not ſuppoſe, as you erroneouſly | 
imagined me to do, that the Antients jo un- 
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For in the plain Reaſon of Things, an Ange! 


derſtood Chriſt to appear © in the Perſon of v. 3 


* G4 the Father,” as that he was not © zz 


his own Perſon alſo” id God and Lord; 


but only that they always meant, that Chriſt 


appeared and acted as the Repreſentative of 


God the Father; and therefore they apply'd 
thoſe Texts to Him in a Subordinate Senſe, 


| which in the Original and Supreme Senſe 


they conſtantly attributed to God the Father 
only, | 


That the Antients thought the Supreme 


God, the Father, appeared and ſpake by 


Chriſt, may be till further confirmed from 
lrenæus; Who ſays expreſsly, that * the (x) 
«* God and Lord of all” (in contradiſtinction 
to his Son Feſus Chriſt mentioned in the ſame 
dentence,) © ſaid to Moſes, I am that I am.“ 
Now fince 'tis certain, that, according to 
lrenæus and all the Antients, CHriſt the Word, 


and not the Father, was the Perſon who 


ſPoke ; it follows evidently that they thought, 
(what they frequently alſo affirm directly, 
that he repreſented the Perſon of the Father 


(1) Nemo igitur alius, quemadmodum prædixi, Deus nomi- 
natur, aut Dominus appellatur, niſi qui eſt nium Deus & 
Dominus, qui & Moyſi dixit, ego ſum qui ſum. & c. & HUFUS 
ilius Jeſus Chrülus dominus Noſter. 1b. 3. c. 6. 1 


Who 


160 


Of the Unity of Cod. 
who ſpake by Him; And conſequently they 


_ underſtood This and all other Texts fo, 28 
that the Father whom Chriſt repreſented, and 


in whoſe Name he ſpake, was, in the f and 


P. 34. 


higheſt Senſe, I am that I am, or the alone 


Supreme Self-exiſtent God. 
have nothing more to do, under Thi 


Query; but briefly to remark ſome 7zcidental 
Errors and Inconſiſtencies you fall into. 


The Paſſage of Clement, wherein you to- 
tally miſtake the Senſe of the Words d 15 


dis Teoowne, in his own Perſon, has been 
_ conſidered above, p. 144. 


. 


The Paſſage of Irenens, | I, ſe izitur Chriſlu 


cum Patre, Sc.] which you here cite, has 


likewiſe been conſidered above, p. 142. 

You add a Paſſage of Novatian, nothing 
at all to the Purpoſe againſt me, but full 
againſt your ſelf : Showing that the Perſon 
who appeared to Hagar, could not be the 
Supreme God, the Father, becauſe of his being 
{tiled an Angel; nor, again, could be a mere 
eAngel, becauſe of his being ſtiled God: And 
therefore he concludes it muſt be the Son, who 


15*SUBJECT (i) to his Father, and the De- 


P. 36. 


e clarer of his Will.“ Let the Reader judge, 
whether This be an Evidence that Novat:ar 
thought the Son to be, not only 29 a mere 


eAngel, but himſelf The One Supreme God. 


The Other Words you here refer to, (vis, 


(1) c. 26. Quoniam Patri SUB DIT US & Adnunciator 2 
ter na Voluntatis elt. | Which words, immediately preceeding t ole 


Joa cite, ought not to have been omicted.] 


Sub- 


ee 
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Subſtantia Communionem,) are conſidered elſe- 


where; p. 53, 54, above; and below on Query 
XXVII. 4 3 and diſtinftly, 


With what you obſerve from Juſtin, I de- v. 36, 3). 


ſire the Reader to compare what I have 
largely alledged above, P. 129, &c. And he 


will find, that it is J7uſtin's profeſſed Deſign 1 5 


throughout his Book, to ſhow (directly con- 
trary to Tour Notion,) that Chriſt, the Son 
of God, though 'he is juſtly ſtiled, and is 

« really Lord and God,” yet is not himſelf», 39. 


The One Supreme God, or of the ſame Supreme 


Authority as the Father; but is the Angel and 
Miniſter of the Will of The One Supreme God 
and Father of the Univerſe. N 


The only Solution you give of theſe latter p. 3. 


Expreſſions, (which you cannot deny to be 
perpetually uſed by Juſtin and All the Anti- 
ents,) 15, that theſe Things do not SU IT with 
the Firſt Perſon of the Trinity); But the Son, 
being Second only in the ever-bleſſed Tri- 
* nity, and deſigning in his own ane time to 
* take humane Nature upon him, might MORE 
* SUITABLY condeſcend to act Miniſteri- 
ally among Men, (as a proper Prelude to his 
« Incarnation which ſhould come after;) and 
% ſo might*be, not only God, but an Angel too.“ 
How different are theſe Slender Expreſſions of 
yours, from Thoſe of the Antients above-ci- 


ted! What They thought abſard and Impious 


to imagine poſſible to be aſcribed to the Fa- 
ther, the Son You think might MORE 
* SUITABLY” do: But in the Nature of 
Things, and with regard to any Supremacy of 

e M Authority, 


1 61 
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eAut hority, the Father (in your Opinion) be- 


ing Fit in nothing but Order of words, might 


as Poſſibly have condeſcended to have been 
Sent under the Character of the Angel or 
Meſſenger of the Son, to have taken humane 


nature upon him, to have been 7zcarrate, 


and to have ated miniſterially among Men, 


fideration ? 


Does not This deſerve your more ſerious Con- 


Obſerve now, how you repreſent the Argu- 


ment of the Antients. The Argument They 
© zſed, you fay, is This. The Perſon who ap- 


* peared to the Patriarchs, and is fr equently 


© filed God and Lord, ſehovah and Al- 
_ © mighty, could not be an Angel only: Be. 


* cauſe ſuch High Titles could never belong to 
an) mere Angel. Neither could he be God 
** the Father: Becauſe bir Office was Mini- 
« ſterial, he 7s called an Angel, he Appear: 
« ed, be condeſcended to take uon him hu- 
« mane Shape, and other Reſemblances : Theſe 


& things do not ſuit with the Firſt Perſon of 


« the Trinity, Well then ; Who could he be, 


P. 39. 


« but God the Son?” That is, (according to 
Tau ;) Whom could theſe Antient Writers think 
That Miniſterial Perſon to be, but One who 
was, (not only zot a mere Angel, but) as much 
SUPREME over All, as the Father himſelf, 
to whom, expreſsly upon Account of his Su- 
premacy over Ali, they thought it Blaſphemous 
and Impious to aſcribe in Any Senſe Any mir 
nifterial Office whatſoever ? Is * This the Ar- 
% gument of the Antients, as every one Knows, 


« that knows any thing of theſe Matters? 1 


might 


Qu. II. Of the Unity of Cod. 
might here very juſtly (if ſuch Expreſſions 
were at all commendable) return you the 
Compliment, which you with a very warm, 
but blind and miſtaken Zeal, make to Me in 


your next Page. Of all the filly Things, that P. 40; 5 


Ignorance and Malice have combined to 
« throtm upon the Primitive Martyrs and De- 
„ fenders of the Faith of Chriſt, I have not 


* met with one comparable to This: I am 


e therefore willing to believe, that you did not 
% mean to charge them with it, but only ex- 
« preſſed your ſelf darkly and obſcurely; which 
et ſhould not have been done, by one bh 
« would be careful not to miſlead even an un- 
« wary Reader. For, what can tend more 
to expoſe the Writings of the Antients, than 
to repreſent them as teaching that Chriit is 
Himſelf The One Supreme God; at the ſame 
Time while they conſtantly teach and inſiſt, 
that he is the Angel or Meſſenger of The One 
Supreme God; and that his Office is mini ſteri- 
al to the Will and Commands of the Father; 
and that it is abſurd and Impious [dee to 
ſay or think that the Supreme God can be in 
Any Senſe an eAzgel or Meſſenger, or could 
Appear and act in That manner, in which 
they always affirm that Chriſt Appeared and 
acted ' And how can it, conliſtently with 
Any Reaſon, be affirmed, that to ſuppoſe 
One Perſon, who is the Sapreme God, could 
be (C) an Angel or Meſſenger, and ap- 
fear in humane Form; was (upon Account 
of his Szpremacy over all) an impoſſible and im- 
Haus Suppoſition: And yet at the ſame time 
2 Ange 
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| Another Perſon, who is equally The One SU. 


PREME God, may very well be (ayſt\@)a 
Meſſenger, and appear in humane Form? 

The next thing you alledge, is; that No. 
vatian, when he apply'd the word, God, to 
the Son, „under ſtood it inthe Strict and Pro. 


© per Senſe; and thus the Antients in genera] 
underſtood it,” This is a mean Quibhle 
upon the Words, © firif and proper.“ Ne- 


vatian and Other Antient Writers, undoubt- 
edly underſtood the word, God, when a 
plied to the Son, /triftly and properly in That 


Senſe wherein they uniformly declare, in Al 
their Writings, that they intended it ſhould 


be underſtood when they apply it to the Sor; 


But if by the Terms, ſtrictly and properly, 


you mean, abſolutely and identically, in the 


1 5 | fame SUPREME Senſe in which it is applied 


to the Father; your Aſſertion is manifeſtly falſe, 
For, none of the Antient Writers, when they 


ſtyle the Son God, mean to affirm that the 
Sen is He who alone has All Perfections and 
All Dominion, alfolutely in and of Himſelf, 


original, underived, Supreme, and independent 


on Any: Which is Always the Signification of 
the word God, when (1) applied to the 
= 5 Father. 


(1) See above P. 57, To which may be added the following 
Paſlages. To dur SY ors sig Nest 3, — 6 %opar@>, AN 
ur, overriding, uart rt, tia, & 0, og bro 
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Stromat. lib. 6. p. 635, 636. i. e. Know that there is One God, 


« Inviſeble, Immenſe, Self-ſufficient, Incomprehenſible, Eternal, 
« Incorruptible; This God worſhip ye, through Chriſt.” Again 
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Father. Novatian particularly, whom you 
are now referring to, ſays: The (1) Son is 


God]; but begotten to This very End, that 


« he might be God.” Again: What (2) 


« Reaſon is there, I beſeech you, that when 


« they read this Title (God) was given to 
% Moſes, Where it is written, I have made 
i« thee a God unto Pharaoh,” (i. e. have gi- 
ven Thee Power and Authority over him ;) 
« they ſhould deny it to Chriſt, who is not 


C only appointed to be a God unto Pharaoh, 
„ but Lord and God of every Creature?” 


In anſwer to what had been alledged from 
Theophilus, Tertullian, and many other An- 


tient Writers, concerning Chriſt's being ſaid 


to reprefent the Perſon, and att in the Name 


of God; you tell me, that Chriſt in the Old 


Athenag. Legat. P.37. i. e. I have ſufficiently ſhown, that 
« we who acknowledge One God, Unbegotten, Eternal, Inviſi- 
* ble, Impaſſible, Incomprehenſible, and Immenſe ; are not Athe- 
« its,” Again: Prima enim Tu Cauſa es, locus rerum & ſpa- 
cium, fundamentum cunctorum quecunque ſunt ; infinitus, in- 
genitus, immortalis, perpetuus, ſolus. Arnob. Adv. Gent. P. 17. 
I. e.“ Thou art the Firſt Cauſe, the Place in which all Things 
« have their Being, the Foundation of all Things which exiſt ; 


« Infinite, Unbegotten, Immortal, Eternal, the Only One.” 
Again: Omnipotens & Primus Deus, 


nonne ſolus inge- 
nitus, immortalis, & perpetuus ſolus eſt? ibid. lib. 2. P. 95. 
i. e. The Omnipotent and Supreme God, is he not alone Unbe- 
s gotten, Immortal, aud Eternal? [The Meaning evidently is, 
not that Other Beings alſo may not be Immortal and Incorrup- 
tible, but that Me Alone is ſo abſolutely Of Himſelf, by ori- 
ginal underived Self-ſufficiency.] 

(1) Eft ergo Deus; ſed in hoc ipſum genitus, ut eſſet De- 
us. 6. 31. 

(2) Quæ autem (malum) ratio eſt, ut chm legant hoc etiam 
Moyſs nomen datum, dum dicitur, Deum te poſui Pharaoni ; 
Chriſls negetur, qui non Pharaoni Deus, ſed univerſe creatu- 


ra & Dominus & Deus conſtitutus eſſe reperitur? cap. 15. 


1 Teſta» 


166 Of the Unity of Cod. 
7. 2. Teſtament © is not repreſented under his own 
c. per ſonal diſtinguiſhing Cbaracter, as a Son, or 
Second Perſon ;——but under ſuch a Chara- 
“ Fer as is common to the GOD HEAD 
(vis. under the Character of Lord God, Lord 
God Almighty, and the like:) © which Cha. 
& rafter, ſince the diſtinction of Perſons has been 
« revealedto us, has been in a more eminent and 
© peculiar manner reſerved to the Father, He is le 
< repreſented eminently Now as God; and Chrit p 
a Son of God, or Mediatour, or Meſſiah. 1 
Chriſt, having Before took upon him That Part, 1 3 
Character or Office, which, ſince That Time, 
has been reſerved in a peculiar manner to the 
Father; may be ſaid to have acted in the 
“ Perſon of the Father, or in the Name of 
« the Father; That is, under the ſame Cha- 
© rafter or Capacity, which the Father Now 
e chiefly bears with reſpe& to Men.” This you 
| 7.41, intend ſhould © ſatisfie ” me, about the Senſe 
2 of the Antients, who ſay that Chriſt appeared 
repreſenting the Perſon, and acting in the Name 
of the Father. But the Reaſons why I am 
not © ſatisfied,” are Theſe. 5 | 
1ſt, This Title, The Lord God, is not, as 
you imagine it to be, a Character common to 
the GODHEAD, that is, an Abſtra& gene- 
ral Name of Metaphyſical Subſtance, diſtin& 
from the Conſideration of Perſonality, (See 
above, p. 11) but it is evidently always, in 
the Nature of Language, as neceſſarily a 
Perſonal Title, as This Title, the King, ne- 
ceſſarily ſignifies, not the Regality, nor tho 
| Sub- 


PE: 
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Subſtance, but the Perſon of the King. The 
Antients therefore, when they find the Title, 
Lord God, given to the Perſon who appeared 
viſibly under the Old Teſtament, never ex- 

plain it (as Ton here do) by a metaphyſical Ab- 
ſtraction, but always by the way of Repreſen- 
tation Always and uniformly arguing, that 

the Perſon who Appeared viſibly was not him- 

ſelf The One Supreme God, becauſe they ſup- 
poſed it was impoſſible, abſurd, and impious to 
imagine, that the Supreme God was capable of 
appearing at all, even ſo much as under any 
aſſumed Symbols of his Preſence ; and alſo be- 
cauſe they found that the Perſon who Appeared, 

was characterized with the Name of Angel 

as well as of God, and miniſtered to the Will 

and Commands of Another Perſon; Which they 
thought was a thing highly derogatory and 
impious, to have in Any ſenſe affirmed of 
3 who was Himſelf The One Supreme 

od. . 
 2dly, If the Father, as you here own, is 

in a more eminent and peculiar manner” Lord p. 42. 4 
God, than the Son ; then the Son 1s not Lord i 
God in the ſame © Supreme,” in the © ſame p. 53, 37. 
* High Senſe as the Father Himſelf: Unleſs 

by the Titles, © eminent and peculiar,” you 
mean really nothing but empty Sounds. 

 3dly, "Tis abſurd to call the Character of p. u. 
Supreme Lord God, an OFFICE.“ And ſtill 
more abſurd, to ſuppoſe that Chriſt, whoſe Of- 
fe (you own) was then © Miniſterial,” appear- p, 3. 
ed as being Himſelf The One Supreme Lord Gods 
„ As 
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As if the One Supreme Lord God could have or 
appear to have a miniſterial Office, And moſt of 
all abſurd is it, to ſay that Chriſt's © raking 
* upon him That Character“ [taking up- 
on himſelf in bis OWN Perſon That Su- 


preme Character] © which has ſince been reſer- 


vel in a peculiar manner to the Father,” is 
* having acted in the Perſon of the Father, or 


in the Name of the Father: As if, to Re. 
preſent the Perſon of God, and to af in his 


| P. 43. 44. 


Name and by his Authority, was the ſame as 
being Himſelf The One Supreme God, 
What you add concerning Tertullian's affirm. 
ing, that Chriſt © was Almighty (*) in bis 
*« own Right, as being the Son of the Almighty,” 


and concerning his being © adored under the 


& one common Character of God, Lord, and 


« Fehovah, not merely as Repreſentative of 


4 God the Father, or as inveſied with bis Au. 


« thority, but as ſtriftly and truly God Conſub- 


e ſtantial with God the Father,” has been 
_ abundantly conſidered already. For they who 


ſuppoſed the Son, (as Tertullian expreſsly did,) 


to be a ſmall Part of the Father's Subſtance, or 


an Emanation from the Father's Subſtance by 
his Will; evidently meant not to infer (as 
you do) from their Notion of Conſubſtantiality, 
any Equality of Supreme and independent Au- 


thorit). | 


% Note: The words, Suo jure, in this place, do not ſig- 


nify, © in his own Right, but, “in a Senſe, (or, upon à Ground) 


« proper and peculiar to himſelf.” See the Paſſage at length, 


The 


below, on ern XXVII, towards the End, BO 
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N bs 2 10 the Caſe” which you at laſt y. 44. 
f F, 16 0 er fully unintelligible and contra- 
4 idory: Firſt ; you aſſert that Chriſt claim d 
„(the Adoration of the Patriarchs——under 
. «© the Name and Character ——of Lord God, 
- © God Almighty, &c.” meaning that he claim'd 
it in That manner to himſelf in bis own Per- \ 
ſon. The Antient Catholick Writers were 
unanimouſly (as I have already ſhown) of a 
different Opinion. I ſhall here add only a 
Paſſage of Euſebius. © (1) The Word of God“ 
(ſays be) ho is the Guide and Director of 
* All, call'd back the Fews to the Wor- 
« ſhip of the Father only, who is The Moſt 
" Hieb, far above all things that are viſible, 
« far above the Heavens and every originated 
* Subſtance whatſoever ;' gently and mildly 
« inviting thoſe who were obedient to him, 
« and teaching them to worſhip only the Unhe-. 

* gotten and moſt High God the Maker of the 
„ Univerſe.” 
_ Secondly; You in the very next words, in ». 44 
a moſt ContradiFory manner, give up your 
whole Cauſe, by Adding, that *being SINCE 
by diſcovered not to be the Father Himſelf, but 
* the Son; not unoriginated, but God of God; all 
* that be did, muſt be Referr'd back to the Fa- 
2 ther, the Head and Fountain of all; whoſe Au- 


( 1) Thru 3 5 & Taupo Ne/Sn 0 vubrxyefuus xcæi Thorns TG TUTOR 
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« rhority he exerciſed, whoſe Orders bs exec. 
“ ted, and whoſe Perſon, Character, or Office 


< be repreſented and ſuſtained.” And again in 


like manner: Indeed (you ſay) the general 


P. 46. 


the Fathers as having any real Authority in 
Matters of Faith; becauſe they are fallible 


. © rhe Father, as * Supreme, iſued out O.. 
RR #, the Creation of the Univerſe, ani 


&* rhe Son executed them.” I think, no mor: 
needs be ſaid, to ſatisfy any intelligent Ren. 


Wh 

* Opinion of the Antients centered in This,th i | 
| 

\ 


der, that, by your Reaſoning here, it neceiſari. I - 
I and plainly follows that Chriſt is not (1% J, 


One Supreme God,” God “ inthe ſame, and in 


« as High a Senſe as the Father himſelf; ſince I. 


you own that he in all things © exerciſedth: 
Authority and executed the Orders” of Ani 
ther, viz. of the Father. | 

To conclude, Tho I never © appealed,” 3s 
you ſay I do, to Antiquity , nor look'd upon 


Men, and becauſe l think it a Derogation to 
the Holy Scriptures to appeal to any later Wr' 
ters; and therefore have referr'd to Thoſe 
Writers for Illuſtration only : Yet, I think, 
I have given Jou Reaſon to deſiſt from al a 


Pretences to any Countenance for Tour Notion, I i, 
from Antiquity, t 


QUERY 


05. Il. Of the Umnty of God. 


Qu ERY III. 


ether the word (God) in Scripture, can rea- 

"WM ſonably be, ſuppos'd to carry an ambiguous 
Meaning, or to be us'd in a different Senſe, 

'W when applied to the Father and Son, in the 

WW ſame Scripture, and even in the ſame verſe 2 


see John 1. 1.) 


Anſw. TO This Query it has been anſwer- 
5 1 ed, that © zhe word [God] in 
e Scripture,” though it does not © carry an p. 47. 
“ ambigucus Meaning,” yet evidently it is 
J uſed in à different Senſe,” For when it is 

applied to the Father, it denotes Him who 
Alone has all Perfection, and all Power and 
Dominion, abſolutely in and of Himſelf, original, 
underived, and independent on Any, and who 
does all Things according to the Counſel of his 
Own Will : Which is the Primary, Abſolute, 
and Supreme Senſe of the Word. But when it 
is applied to the Son, it denotes One who bas 
NOT his Perfections, Power, and Dominion, 
abſolutely of himſelf, original, underived, and 
independent on Any; but has them all derived 
to him from Another, and always acts and wills 
in compliance with the Will of Another: In 
which Caſe *tis manifeſtly uſed in a Subordi- 
nate Senſe only. 

Inſtead of endeavouring to obviate This P. 47. 

Reaſoning; you tell us, Dr. Clarke indeed 
' Wl - would perſwade us, that the proper Scripture- 

| 3 © Notion 
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« Notion of God is Dominion, and that therefor Ml Pr 


any Perſon baving Dominion, is, according t Fir 


P. 40. 


only, which makes God to be Our God. For 
as tis not the Perfections of the Man, but his 
Dominion over Subjects, which makes a King 

to be the King of thoſe Subjects So *tis not 
the abſolute metaphyſical Perfections of the 


* the Scripture-Notion, truly and properly God" can 
But Tou maintain, that “ Dominion is not the full f 
* import of the word God in Scripture.” ]an-Ml © 
ſwer : Though Dominion is not the full impor: I © + 
of the word, God; yet *tis That, and Iba!“ 


Neceſſary Being, but his Dominion over the 
Univerſe, which makes God to be Our Gad. 


Supremacy of the Fatber is the diſtinguiſhing 


Character of the One Supreme God; you chuſe 


rather to diſtinguiſh © zhe Senſes of the word, 
% God, into proper and improper.” God in 
the figurative or improper Senſe, you fay, 
is © no God” at all: God in the proper 
Senſe, you contend, can include nothing 
leſs than *All“ the eſſential PerfeRions of 
the Supreme or Moft High God. The Con- 
cluſion you draw, is, that ſince Chriſt is 
confeſſedly ſtiled God, he muſt needs there. 
fore be ſo *in as HIG H a Senſe as the Father 
“ bimſelf.” But now pray obſerve, how clear- 
ly you overturn your Own Argument. If none 


a 
6 
Leaſt from hence it ſhould follow, that the 5 
8 
0 


can properly be ſtiled God at all, who has not 


All“ eſſential Perfections; how then comes 


it to paſs, that, in your Deſcription of the Idea 
of God, you carefully leave out ſame, nay, the 
2 Princip 
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Principal of the eſſential Perfections of the 
1M Firt Cauſe and Author of all Things 2 If None 
1" can properly be ſtiled God at all, who has not 
61 © infinite Wiſdom, Power Invincible, All-ſuffi- P. 52 
n- © ciency, and the like ;” who has not © Dominion 
Supreme; who is not © eternal, immutable, 
r all. ſuſficient; who is not © Supreme, Supreme p. 53. 
rin the ſtrict Senſe, which ſuppoſes for its 
is © ground ALL the eſſential Properties of one p. 54. 
il © truly and properly Gd: Why then did you 
ot MW not add, (as you might upon the ſame foor, 
ge and ovght to have added,) None who is not 
de abſolurely of Himſelf, ſelf-exiſtent, Self-ſuffici- 
ent, Unoriginate, Underived, Unbegotten, In- 
dependent; None, who in Any ſenſe receives 
bis Power and Authority from Another; None, 
who in Any ſenſe can be the Angel or Meſſen- 
ger of Another; None, who in any Senſe can 
be ſaid to act by the Direction and in Obedience 
to the Will of Another 2 Had you not concealed 
this from your Reader, it would evidently have 
appeared that your Argument entirely overturns 
it ſelf, and tends only to cenſure the Goſpel tor 
giving to Chriſt the Title of God at all. 
The Diſtinction of © Supreme and © Sub- P. ;3. 
* ordinate” in the Uſe and Application of 
the word, God; is (you fay) © uſeleſs and in- 
= © /enificant-” Iſt, becauſe it “ unavoidably 


«c 


runs into Polytbeiſm; and adh, becauſe 
| rig built upon a falſe ground, as if any thing 
* could be properly God, that is not Supreme,” 
and That in the Strict Senſe” too. To the 
| Fir/t, I anſwer ; that the n 

| ne 
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1 Cor. 8,6. One God, the Father, O F whom are all things, 

and One Lord [or God] BY whom are 4 

things, by whom the Father made all things: 

is not Polytheiſm, becauſe *tis acknowledging 

One only Firſt Cauſe, and One only Supreme 
Governour of the Univerſe. But Tour Notion 

is neceſſarily and manifeſtly Polytheiſm : Be. yo 

cauſe Two Governours of the Univerſe, having jo 

_ equally Supreme and Independent Authority, are = 

neceſſarily and manifeſtly Two Gods, Two 

Gods in Perſon, Two Supreme Gods; and equal- 

ly ſo, whether divided or undivided, whether 

united or not united in Subſtance. To the Se- 

cond, | anſwer; that your Aſſertion is dired- 

„ 54 ly contrary both to Scripture, and to all (1) 

Antiquity, and to Yourſelf too. For both the 

Scripture and other Antient Writers, do give 

unto the Son properly the Title of God; and 

yet never ſuppoſe him to be Supreme : Becaule 

acting by the Vill and Direction, by the Pow- 

er and Authority of Another, is directly con- 

tradictory to being Supreme. And indeed, 

„ 184, © the General Opinion of the Antients” (as you 

yourſelf moſt inconſiſtently acknowledge)“ cen- 

© rered in Ibis; that the Father, as SU- 

PRE ME, iſſued out Orders for the Crea- 


tion of the Univerſe, and the Son executed 
«* them.” 


(1) The Paſſage of Jreneus you here refer to, [Qui ſuper /* 
habet Aliquem Superiorem, & ſub Alterius poteſtate eſt; hic eq; 
Deus eq; Magnus Rex dici poteſt,] has been confidered above, 
P. 102. The Paſſage of Tertullian you at the ſame time cite, 
will be conſidered below, under Query V. | 

| 2 
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To the Text, John 10; 35, 36, If be called p. ,, 
ben Gods, to whom the Word of God came, 
and the Scripture cannot be broken; ſay ye of 

ne Him whom the Father bath ſanctiſed and ſent 

> Wl into che World, Thou blaſphemeſt, becauſe 1 

ſaid, I am the Son of God? To This Text, 1 

ay, the Sum of your Anſwer, in two Pa- 

% ges, amounts plainly to This; that our 
Lord made uſe of One Argument, and meant 
Another. 25 5 

1. To the Text, Heb. 1; 8, 9, where the Fa- p. 56. 

ther is ſtyled The God of Him who has there 


: the Title of God given him, you reply out of 
. Hilan, that © This MAT ſignify only his Sub- 
) * ordination AS a Son, or Ay God of Gol, 
„ © without any Inferiority of Nature, The Father 
e HIS God, AS be is God by being begotten 
1 8 © of bim.“ And © This Anſwer (you ay) is 
did and full.” Vet in truth it is directly 


giving up the hole Point in queſtion, which 1s 
ſolely concerning Supremacy of Dominion and 
Authority. For how can he who is God, not 
H bimſelf, but by derivation from Anot ber; 
and who is Subordinate as a Son, and calls 
his Father His God; how (I ſay) can He be 
Supreme in the ſtrict Senſe,” and God “in 4 p. ., 
*HIGH a ſenſe as the Father Himſelf is ſo p. , 
* ſtiled 2” N 
As to the diſtinction you alledge, without 
* any Inferiority of NATURE,” The word, 
Nature, being a mere abſtract general Term, 
of very uncertain, various, and indeterminate 
dignification, I reply in the Words of Dr. Clarke 
; = in 


a5 
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in his Anſwer to Mr. Nelſon, p. 17. I hill 
not contend with you about Metaphyſical 


Mordes; which ſince I have conſtantly avoid. 


e ed becauſe of their abſtract and ambiguous 
** Stgnification, you ſhould not have choſen to 


© uſe them in repreſenting my Senſe. Biſhop 
© Bull expreſsly owns the Perſon 1 the Son to 


be, in his Higheſt Capacity, Subordinate to 


ec the Perſon of the Father,” ¶ that is, Subordi- 


nate to him in Authority:] Which is a No- 


4 tion very intelligible, (whatever be the Na. 


cc 


ture, Subſtance, or Eſſence of Either ;) and 
is all (i think) that the Honour of God and 
the whole Doctrine of Scripture obliges us 


AQ 


4 


„ to contend for. The word NATURE, 


Was it fignifies the Nature of any Perſon, 
« abſira# from the Perſon himſelf,” [I add, 
and abſtrad from the conſideration of his Au. 
t hority and Active Powers v7 “ig a Metaphy- 


„ fical Term, of great Ambiguity and Ob- 


&* ſcureneſs, and of no Uſe that I know of 
« in Any Queſtion, but to introduce more 
« Difficulties by dark Expreſſions, than are 


K really found in the Things themſelves.” But 


FA 5 


to proceed. | 

Chriſt, you ſay, “ig called The Lord God 
* of the Prophets, Rev. 22, 6, compared wit» 
« Verſe 16.” But Dr. Clarke has clearly 
ſhown, from the immediate Connexion of the 
Words with the foregoing Verſes, that it is 
The Father to whom That Title is there given. 
dcript. Doctr. p. 58. 2d. Edit. 8 


But 
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But Chriſt, you add, is likewiſe © called They». 51; 

« Jehovah , which is a word of abſolute ſig- 

«* nification, and is the incommunicable Name 
I © of the One True God and the relative P. 6. 
Bl © Terms, [| my, your, £9c.] do not ſuit with 
it:“ and © Antiguity is every where full and 
Bf © expreſs, —that the Son is Fehovah —— 
in bis own Perſon and in his own Right.” 

As to Antiquity, I have above ſhown at large, 

that it was the 4na#:monus Opinion of All the 

Primitive Writers, that Chriſt appeared in 
cke Old Teftament under the Name and Ti- 
ne of Jehovab, as being the viſible Repreſen- 
tative of the abſolutely Invifible Perſon of the 


Father; And that He who, at the ſame time 
when he was ſtiled Jehovah, was tiled alſo 
an Auge] or Meſſenger, could not poſſibly be 
Himſelf the Supreme ſelf-exiſtent God; be- 
cauſe, that the Supreme God ſhould appear 
in Any manner, or be in Any Senſe an Angel 
or Meſſenger, was (in Their Opinion) impious 
to affirm, not upon account of his Paternity, 
but of his Supremacy over All. Nor is there 
indeed Any difficulty of Language, in ſuppoſing 
a Repreſentative to ſpeak of Him whom he re- 
preſents, in the Fir/t Perſon. Judg. 2, 1, The 
Angel of the Lord ſaid, I made you to go up out 
of Egypt, unto the Land which | ſware unto- 
your Fathers. Even an inferior Angel is in- 
troduced thus ſpeaking ; Rev. 11; 1,3, The 
eAngel ſtood, ſaying, — I will give Power 
unto MY two Witneſſes. When the Roman 
Fecialis declared War in the Name of the 


N a Senate, 


Senate, he ſpoke in the firſt Perſon, (1) Fang 


the People of Rome, i. e. the Senate and 


People. And in making Leagues, the Herald 


P. 62. 


ſpoke in the ſame ſtile; (2) If I keep my Faith, 
but if I violate it, then may I periſh, &c. 


meaning, the Senate and People, whom he 
repreſented. e 
The Reaſon why the relative Terms” 
my, your, &c.] are not in Scripture found 
joined with Febovab, is not that the Name 
fignifies either Eſſence or Subſtance, but be. 
cauſe the grammatical conſtruction of it in 
the Hebrew Language, is after the manner of 
% A ( 

But you inſiſt: The primary Signification 
* of Jehovah, is Being; —as all know, that 
* know any thing.” And again: Not the 
* {ame Perſon, but the ſame Subſtance, the 
« ſame Being, the ſame Jehovah.” I anſwer: 


The Name Fehovah ſignifies neither primarih, 


nor at all, Sulſtance or Being, but a Perſon, 


For though the Word, from its Etymology, 


does indeed probably allude to the Self. exi- 
ence or Neceſſary Exiſtence of God; yet ti 
evident in all the Texts wherein it occurs, 
that it does never itſelf ſignify either Sub- 


ſtauce or Eſſence, but always Him whoſe That 


| Subſtance or Eſſence is: It never fignihes 


[Lr / Being, but always Lö @] the Perſu 


who Is and Acts. The word, King, (a5 


this matter is expreſs'd in The Modeſt Pleo, 


(i) Ego populuſq: Romanus, &c. Roſin: Rom. Antiqu. ib. 
10. C. 1. 5 | 
{ (2) Kennet, Rom, Antiq; P o 2. 6. 17. «4 

| r P. 60% 
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60, does not ſignify the Eſence or 
1 © Subſtance of the Ring; but it ſignifies the 
I © Perſon Himſelf, who by his Eſſence is 4 
an, and by his Dominion is Ring. Thus 
« fikewiſe the word God, in the Theological 
e © Senſe, the Supreme Lord and God of the UV- 

* ziverſe,” [ Jehovah, ] © does not ſignify the 
" B © Eſſence or Subſtance of God; but it ſigni- 
fies the Perſo» Himſelf, who by his E/- 
e © ſexce is in himſelf abſolutely 4 perfect“ 
- MW [Self-exiſting] © Being, and, by his Dominion, 
Poder and Authority, is the God and Father 
f THOR 


« of all.” ey 

This is ſo very evident, that though you 2.65. 

1 BF here inconſiſtently put, © ſame Fehovab,” as 
equivalent to © ſame Subſtance,” in expreſs 
oppoſition to © ſame Perſon; yet generally 
at other Times you ſpeak of Jehovah as of 
Him whoſe the Subſtance or Eſſence is; that 
is, as the Perſon who Is and Act. The 
Conſequence of which manifeſtly is, (if Chriſt 
be ſtiled Fehovab any otherwiſe than as the 
Repreſentative of the Father,) that the F- 
ther and Son, being Two Perſons, Two oA- 
gents, will be, not the ſame Jehovah, but 
I'wo fu, undivided in their Sub/taxce. 
Directly contrary to the whole Tenour of 

Scripture, and particularly to That Text, 
Deut. 6, 4, The Lord our God, even the Lord 
(Jehovah, ug,] 7s One : [Es, ius, not 
Unam Jo F104 8 S009 2M00 
The unreaſonableneſs of your Argument 

upon This Point, appears alſo further, from 
its neceſſarily N (if it proves any thing) 
801 12 | L0G 
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too much for your Purpoſe. * Since it ap 


P. 65. 70 | 5 r 
N pears” you fay) that Chriſt 24, 1H his own 


P. 57. 


P. 66. 


P. 66. 


66. 


— 


« proper Perſon, called Jehovah, a word of 
ce abſolute Signification, expreſſing the Divine 
« Nature or Eſſence ; it maſt follow that he 
« ig God ſtrictly / called ”- that is, as you 


elſewhere exprels it, in the ſame Senſe, ani 
«* in as High a Senſe as the Father Himſelf” 


If ſo; chen ſince the Father, in virtue of the 
neceſſary ſelf-exiſtence referred to in the Ety. 
mology of the word Jehovah or ö ov, is of 


Himſeif God, underived, unbegotten, unorigi. 
nate, independent on en); the Son likewiſe, 
in virtue of the ſame Title, muſt have equal- 


ly all the ſame Characters. To avoid this, 
you add; He © 7s not the (ame Perſon with 
de the Father.” True: But the Queſtion js, 
whether Two Fehovahs be not (according to 
your Argument from the Etymology of the 


word Jehovah) neceſſarily Two equally ſelf- 


exiſtent, underi ved, unbegotten, unoriginate, 
independent Perſons. You anſwer : They are 
« the SAME Fehovah,” as being the © ſame 
« Subſtance.” But This alſo will by no means 
do. For, being Conſubſtantial with Jebovai, 
will no more make another Perſon to be The 
ſame Fehovah; than being Conſubſtantial with 
ne FOO will make him to be The ſame 
Father. e 


e, 51; Another Argument, to prove that the Sw" 


as well as the Father, is © The One Supreme 


God, you draw from Joh. 1, 1. 


Before 


le 


5 CT 9 W l n 
Qu. II. Of the Unity of Cod. 
| Before I enter into the Conſideration of 
which; it may not be improper to remind 


A Senſe, as the Father Himſelf,” even as 


&. whoſe Authority he exerciſed, whoſe Orders 
he executed, and whoſe Perſon, Character, 
or Office He repreſented and ſuſtained : To 


time, There is no poſlibility of avoiding 


worſe. For then there is no impoſlibility 7z 
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the Reader what it is that you mean by the 

Son's being The One Supreme God. The P. 174 

Son (you ſay) hath the individual eAttri- 

« butes of God the Father > has © All” the P. 53, 54. 
fame © eſſential Properties” or Perfections; 

* wy hog Supreme in the ſtrict Senſe” n; 
and “God in the ſame Senſe, and in as HIGH P. 57. 


That © Father, Head, and Fountain of eAll, P. 44 


* whoſe Autharity as the Firſt Original and 
« Fountain of eAll Power, Pre-eminence and 
„ Dignity, he referred all that he did; ating 
in his Name, executing his Will, and repre- 
« ſenting his Perſon.” That is to ſay: He is 
both Supreme, and not Supreme, at the ſame 


This contradiction, but by ſuppoſing that 

theſe Inſtances of the Son's Subordination are 

none of them real, nor have any true Foun- 
dation in Nature, but are only OEconomical, 

or (as you elſewhere ſpeak concerning the 
Humiliation of Chriſt) are“ i» Appearance P. 7. 
only. But the Conſequence of This, is till 


Nature, but the Father (if the OEconomy 
had been ſo laid) might as well have exerciſed 
the Authority of the Son, executed His Orders, 
appeared viſibly as the Repreſentative of his 
Perſon, act ing in his Name, obeying his Will, 
Ae 2. | re- 
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. 6; 


referring to Him all he did, as, to, the Head 
and Fountain of All : I may add, by the ſame 
Reaſon, being Begotten of Him, and receiving 


his Being from him. Is not This, excellent 


Divinity? 


Io proceed now to your Argument from 


Job. I, 1.“ Here we find the Son expreſsly 
called, God; And the only queſtion (you ſay) 
« 25, whether in a proper or improper Senſe,” 


No: The only Queſtion is, whether in the 


17. 


Supreme Senſe; © in the ſame Senſe, and in as 
« HIGH a Senſe as the Father Himſelf" 


That is, Whether He who made all Things 


3 Job. 1, 1. 


Job. I, I. 


Zech. I2, 8. 
Acts 7; 
30, 32. 
P. 46. 


P. 66, 61. 


By Another, and He By whom Another made 
all things, be of equally Supreme Authority, 
The Senſe of the Text (I think) is plainly 
This : That Word, That Great Revealer of 
the Will of God, whom We (his Apoſtles) 
heard, whom we ſaw with our Eyes, whom 
we looked upon, and whom our Hauds handled, 
was the ſame, who from the Beginning reveal- 


ed God to Mankind; who was. in the Begin. 


ning with God; and was That Viſible Perſon, 
who eAppeared all along in the Old Teſta. 


ment under the Title of God, the Angel of the 


Lord and By whom God at firſt created all 
things. | 241 


Iou think, on the contrary, that the Son 


is here declared to be The Oze Supreme God: 
And you give three Reaſons for your Aﬀer- 
tion, 1/7, © If the ward, God, be once uſed 
* by St. John in the ſtrict and proper [you 
mean, the Supreme] © Senſe; hom can we 


imagine that immediately after, in the very 


fi 
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ſenſe very different fi n that of the former * 
Fanſwer : For That very reaſon, becauſe tis 
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«ſame Verſe; he ſhould uſe the ſame word a 


uſed in the very ſame Sentence, by way of 


contradiſtinAtion. The Son is ſtiled God the 
Mord, or Meſſenger, as diſtinguiſhed from Him 


who of his own Original Supreme Authort- 


ty ſends the Meſſage; And he is ſtiled God, 
By for Through) whom are all Things, as 
diſtinguiſhed from the Firſt Cauſe, Of whom 
= all things, or who made all things By 
"RE 92 N 


Vour 24 Reaſon, (which you modeſtly call. 6,7, 


«* probable” only,) is, that the Word is here 
id to have been God in the Beginning, that 
« i, before the Creation.” But This infers 
not Supremacy; becauſe it may well be under- 


ſtood to be with reſpect to That divine Pow- 


er, Which he received from the Father, and 
which he exerciſed miniſterially in the work 


of Creation. However; “it may at leaſt». 27. 


« (you think) be ſufficient to convince us, that 
* the Relative Senſe (of the word God) 7s not 


©. bere applicable? The Son © could bave no 
Relation to the Creatures before they were 


© made; #0 Dominion over them, when they 
deere not.“ By the ſame Argument, nei- 

ther with reſpect to the Father Himſelf, will 
Power and Dominion neceſſarily be included in 
the Notion of God. And then I ask: Is it 


an eſſential part of the Idea of Goa, to ſuppoſe 


that he is merciful and good, juſt and righte- 
ous ? If it be, then in the ſame Senſe where- 
in That merciful and good, That juſt and 
ö N 4 righteous 
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rigbtebus Agent which now governs the 


7. 66, 71, Your 3d Reaſon, and on which you prin. 


72. 


P. 185. 


1 
> 


World, was mercifw and good, jul and 
righteous, before the World was; in the very 
ſame ſenſe was he poſſeſs d likewiſe of Power 


aud Dominion, © 


cipally rely, is, that © the Creation of all 
* things is here aſcribed to the Son.” But 
How is it aſcribed ? Not to him as being the 
Perſon (e s or vp s,) Of whom and From 
whom are all things, as the Original and Su. 
preme Cauſe; but as being the Perſon (dig) 
By or Through whom, as the miniſterial Cauſe, © 
the Father made all Things, Tis evidently 
in Language abſurd to ſay, that all Things 
were made (dia) Through the Supreme God, 
This very Text therefore is an irrefragable 
Argument againſt what you intended to prove 
from it. And I have often wondered, and 
thought it unaccountable in Learned Men, 
who are acquainted with the Uſe of Lan- 
Sage 3 to fee them argue that Chriſt is 
imſelf The Oue Supreme God, from a Text 
in which the very Nature of the Expreſſion 
ſhows that a quite different Conclulion ought 
to be drawn from it; and which Concluſion 
2s accordingly drawn by St. Paul, explicitly 
and in expreſs Words, 1 Cor. 8, 6. But“ The 
© Prepc/ition (9%, through,) with a Genitive 
* after it, is (you ſay) Frequently uſed, as 
c well in Scripture as in Eccleſiaſtical Wri- 
ters, to expreſs the Efficient Cauſe.” To 
expreſs the primar) efficient Cauſe, of and 
from which are all things, I believe it is 1 
uſed 
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; uſed by Any Antient Writer; Nor do you, al. 

| If ledge any Inſtances. Things are never, f. id 

BN [cru Gin Des, creari per Deum, | to be cre- 

ated Through God the Father. I have ſhown 

FF you (1) above, the Sentiments of the Antients 

, IB upon This Point; And I will here add ano- 
ther Paſſage of Euſebius, worth your Notice. 

« (2) The divine Oracles (ſays he) teach us 
do know, that He (the Father) only is the 
True God, ſeparate from all corporeal Sub- 
| e ftance, and remote from all miniſterial Diſ- 
penſation: Wherefore the Univerſe is de- 
| „ clared to be (i aurs) Of or From him, not 
(A urs) By or Through him.” The 
| Words preceeding and following, in which the 

Supremacy of the Father is ſpoken of in the 

higheſt Expreſſions, well deſerve the Peruſal 

of the Learned Reader, In Scripture, the 

Caſe is the ſame: The Præpoſition [d, 

Through, | never ſignifies the original efficiency 

of the Firſt Cauſe FRO M which are all things. 

In the very Paſlage you cite to the contrary, 

it is uſed in expreſs contradiſtinction to That 

Efficiency. Rom.11, 36, Of Him, and Through v. 18; 

him, and To him are all things.” Of or 

From him they are by Creation; Through his 

Providential Care they are preſerved ; and To 
his glory they all terminate. In like man- 

ner, Heb. 2, 10, By whom are all things, does 


Ft) See above, Page 6, 13, 19. ; 
(2) Tse, proyey ανð“l Fr mw Trig t,, cid Ted aun ON; 
vt xuugio ute o co XG So-, 7 0h; οον Loy LDT bee 

\ 4 0 — \ — 2 98 -S ” — 
0 eln Eg aurs To Ta, & & * Os auTov . ods 7 bras, Orat. de 


Laud, Conſtant. p. 473. 


| not 
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not mean, FROM whom are all things, but 


a P. 186. 


hy whoſe governing Providence all things are 


directed. At laſt therefore, after abundance 


of Trifling, you add: © Admitting that they 


[the Two different Przpolitions ] © are of 
e Significancy, they may ſigniſy only ſome 
% priority F Order proper to the Firſt Perſon: 
& This is ALL the Uſe which Any Catholick 


«% Writer ever pretended to make of the Di. 


7 


& ſtinction. What Uſe the Antient Catholic 


| Writers made of it, I have ſhown at large; 


But what you call SO ME priority of Or- 
& der,” is never any thing more (except 
where you expreſsly contradict yourſelf) than 
merely the Situation of Words in a co ordi- 
nate Rank. Be: 100 

To return now to your Argument. © Crea. 
* tion (you ſay) is —the diſtinguiſhing Cha- 
* rafter ;——0n account of which, God claims 
* ro Himſelf all Homage, Worſhip and Adora- 
« tion : For which you cite Rev. 4 ; 10, 11: 
And the Purpoſe you cite it for, is to prove 


that the Son, having the Work of Creation 


aſcribed to him, is conſequently The One Su- 


preme God, to whom Adoration is given upon 


Account of the Creation. But the very Text 
you here cite, For thy pleaſure they Are, and were 
Created; clearly takes away the Foundation of 
your Argument. For neither Scripture, nor 
Any Antient Writer whatſoever, ever ſaid that 
Things were created for the Son's Will or Plea- 


ſure ,, but always and uniformly, that the 


4.5 


Son's Part in the Creation, was the Fulßlling 


of 


CY Ts 
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Qu. III. Of the Unity of God. 
of the Will and. nn the Orders of the 


Tather. 


To my Obſervation out of ( 10 e 


Alexandrinus, (2) Origen and (3) Euſebius, 


(I here add (4 ) Philo,) concerning the Ule of 


the Term (o Js) with the Article prefixed in 
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an Abſolute Conſtruction; you reply. © p. 67. 
« the Want of the Article be ſufficient to prove, 


* that (Ys) God, when applyed to the Word, 


* is of any different Meaning; by the ſame 


* Argument you might prove, that the ſame 
« word (Jes) without an Article,” [when 


ſpoken of the Father, ] ic not to be under ſtood 


25 8975 the One True God.” I would not be fo 
nice, as to have a Matter of Faith depend 


merely upon an Article. Tis not therefore 
only and merely the Want of the Article, but 


likewiſe the Other perſonal Characters, an- 


nexed at the ſame time, of Him who is tiled 


Os 5 that determine in what ſenſe the word 


( I) O * Nr &TAWG nere, 0 Th Ts 2 oper Tay T%)6- 
reges Oy Adbvas. Strom. 3. P. 400. 


)* Ore - Jebs bvofuuc ia . TS c r TAY AY AvD, 
r £ 4 40 gen- TwT 5 e, ors 0 A Ded Gr eGtzs, 


Comment: in oh. p. 46. Again : Ila 5 To Tug To Art., 
luirexi 755 z ge νẽm0 . Neo νEi.̈, = 6 Frog, HANG I Xu- 
1857 45 Aixyorre, ibid. | 
) Avic ?- ys UTE, xo 0 F855 wy 6 O., uur * 2 che 
woe De Eceleſ. Theol. J. 2. c. 1). And Again: ie 5 
ples TpecInxnG, 1 500 Nee 6 dr T&Pas erty. C.I9. 
* On t cheſe Words [ Exd 2s 6 $405 0 ; 6PPet; Tos 25 mg Jer, 


Gen. 31, 13, ] he thus o ſexves: LO los . oy 78 raporri 


my & i Ai (34a) 24% 15 xpbps turm -l. 10 ay, Ed 4b 0 N16 88 


Ty 5 XGT ENT bis vais zpbpe, PORT xa, 0 ehe Gel Oy g, s TS 
dis, GAN euro zen 945, De Somn. p. 599. [Whether his 
Explication of This Text has any Foundation or no, I here 


conſider not; but note barely his Oban about the Uſe 


of the Article. ] 
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is to be underſtood. And 'tis not barely the te 
pre fixing of the Article, but the prefixing it © cor 
in ſuch a conſtruction, as to render the Senſe I to 


abſolute which determines the emphalis of 
the Term, 5 Jes. And This is the true «. 
meaning of Philo's and Clemens's and Origen; WW « 
and Euſebius's Obſervation concerning the Ar- 
ticle, For o Je, in an abſolute Conſtruction, 
is one thing; and o Js Xoy@»> or o Jos refer- 
ring to any particular Antecedent, as A7 
or the like, is quite another thing. O av r 
dure Jes, is one thing; and 5 wy 6 #71 d. 
Toy Jes, is another: As all who underſtand 
Language, well know. But to your Remark, 
| Tanſwer: Though He who is (6 3) Gl i 
abſolutely, or The Supreme God, may allo in- 1 
differently be ſtiled (9% ;) yet it does not 
| thence at all follow on the reverſe, that he who 
is ſtiled (O0) 4 Divine Perſon (as Origen ex- 
plains it,) may conſequently be ſtiled alſo in 
an abſolute Conſtruction (% N) the One Su- 
preme God, 


. 63.68, Your Reaſon therefore for pronouncing this 


Diſtinction “ Trifling,” is itſelf really Trifling. 
And beſides, you ſhould not be haſty in pro- 
nouncing an Obſervation Trifing, which is 
not only carefully obſerved in the Stile of all 
the Antient Chriſtian Writers, but alſo ex- 
preſsly inſiſted on by ſome of the moſt Learned 
of them, and who beſt underſtood their own 
Language, as the Characteriſtical Note of the 
_ Supremacy of the Father, The Paſſages you 
refer to in Cemens Alexandrinus for Proof of 


the 


Qu, III. : Of the Unity of "8 189 
the contrary, do none of them give to the Son 
the Title [“ Neos, ] in the abſolute and unlimited 


oonſtruction: As Iſhall have occaſion preſently 


to ſhow diſtinctly. 3 
But the Antients, you ſay,“ underſtood ma- P. 69, 70. 

« ny Texts of the Old Teſtament, where Obs oc- 
& curs with the Article, of Chrift.” How they 
underſtood thoſe Texts, I have already large- 

ly ſhown you: Namely fo, as expreſsly to 
declare that Chriſt was not himſelf The S.. 
preme God, but the Repreſentative, the Angel 

and Miniſter of the Will, of the Supreme God 
acting in his Name, and repreſenting his Per- 

on. 25 5 
At length you own, that © the Title 5 Oels, p. 6. 
* being underſtood in the ſame ſenſe with Aurd- 
& JYeos, [God unoriginated,] was, as it ought 
„to be, generally reſerved to the Father, as the 


© diſtinguiſhing perſonal Character of the Firſt 


& Perſon.” Which © amounts to no more, than 


| 4 the acknowledgement of the Father's Prero- 


* gative, as Father,” And This, you ſup- 

poſe, 1s all that Clemens Alexandrinus, Origen, 
and Euſehius meant by their Obſervation con- 
cerning the Uſe of the Article. The Sum, p. 0. 
© you ſay, and Subſtance of All is, that the 
Father is abſolutely and eminently ftiled 


9 Jos, as the Fountain of all; the Son Yes, 


* God of God; which is ſufficient to Our Pur- 
* poſe.” Now 1/t, To What Purpoſe is This 
ſuficient > Is the © Acknowledement of the Fa- 
* ther's Prerqgative,” as being © abſolutely 
* and eminently The God” and © Tone, of 
" A * 


| 
N 
' 
K 
1 


—— 
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Al; whereas the Son is God of God“ 
God derivative from the —_ : Is this, ( 
tay) ſufficient to your Purpoſe of proving that 
the Son © is not called God in a Subordinate 


P. 57. 


7. 69. 


lanctified Chriſtian. 


* Senſe, but in the ſame Senſe and in as HIGH 


nA Senſe as the Father himſelf 2” Or do you, 
by the words © Prerogative” and © abſolute. 
* ty” and © eminently” and © Fountain of All” 
really mean nothing but empty Sounds? 24), 
Does the © reſerving to the Father the Title 
of *AuroJws, God abſolutely of Himſelf, unori- 


ginate and underived ; really © amount to no 
** more than acknowledging his Prerogative as 


Father?“ Are unoriginatè and underived, ex. 
preſſions of Paternity ; and not really eſſential 


Properties or Perfefions 2 3adly. You do not 


here ſet before your Reader the ſincere Senſe 
of the Antenicene Writers above- mentioned. 
Clemens Alexandrinus never ſtiles the Son (1) 


ab- 


(1) Of the Six Paſſages you refer to in Clemens; The Firſt, 
Viz. Yiuoe9+ u hrs hrt pie; 6 355%, is merely an Alluſion to 


Pf. 34, 8, [eur ts V ders dr. vens 0% 6 xb piog. p 72. Edit. Ox: 
In the Second Paſſage, the % . is expreſsly ſpoken of 26 
per ſonating the Father: 0 34% 6 xup(@-.———atcwro > & Fo 


6 Ay», $1039 [(Land Tov Yon Tov pio 87% iow o It% 
0 A e-, & THI w'/s, p. 132. 


„In the Third Paſſage, the Words are. 0 5 A d., 
— Py Le. Tw FY Ms thopuorg) Ti | 
a > 6 F% legend. 9:3, ſays the Learn- 


% Towourx©- 5 Moyes, 
95 XXA65 ge, 


ed Editor] ic 9e 5 "Exiog 6 "Avlpwrrog hrt, o7s GU 0 
92686 · > T0 JC F rpg 6 sus sx THA. MeoiTn; P o 
ase, 6 xorg Po" F£00 E us, rnb l dc vp 9 TS 2 Al- 
res, yay *) Tx Ix ywyo;. p. 251. Here tis evident that 25 915 
and Bg&Arras 6 gg, is the Father; from the expreſs Antitheſis of 


 #roiTn; and vo; and due in the latter part of the Sentence. 


And, xai yap e $6 su, is manifeſtly not the asy@-, but a 
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abſolutely K 0 Debs) the Supreme God, nor! (6 


AdYTOXEAT WE in an abſolute ConſtruRion) Su- 

ame ober all. On the contrary | he lays ex- 
preſsly, that the Father is [eis K A 0 ray 
ron gel Tg, Stromat. p. 733, The One and only 
Supreme over all, See above, p. 16; and Fd 


| low, on Query AX XVII, rowards the End. Ori- 
zen not only argues from the uſe of the Ar- 


ticle, that the Father alone is (&vTo%;) God 


moriginare or of Himſelf; but, in Purſuance of 


his Argument, proceeds to declare, that (1) 
God the Word excels the moſt Superior Or- 
* der of Gods,” (meaning the Higheſt An- 
get „] but is himſelf excelled by the Su— 

4 preme God over all.” You have alſo no leſs 
partially repreſented the Senſe of Euſebius - 
Who argues in a very remarkable manner, 


from the Father's being ſtiled 5 98, and the 


Son ges. (2) The Evangeliſt, ſays be, could 


In the Fourth and Fifth Paſſages, mov N and To 9% may 
be underſtood of the Farher. p. 273, 436. 

In the Sixth Paſſage, the Limitations added, are expreſily 
and moſt ſtrongly againſt you. Or oF" inp xarubtin rer ay 6 
TUYTWY xps, 3) pre Nig Eurex TW Tov i ce N Dlarrergcsro. 


bos FrANweers | ra rig Yap * * UA TTETCU rod Fro rod e 


ara er cv Verofobs Tov Ter po6! urn V » lr q 
egen 0 IlarToxperwvg Nes. p. 832. 

(1) Q. 92 rod  xptiT|oyos au og LS epixe. 0 Febg Ngles, Les 
AuT 0g F£0% Netxoves Ths Niornres, P- 474) LEpEX,0 ue a Tod Tay 
dh Hieb. Comment. in Joh. 9.46.49. 

(2) Auvepuo©- ody ire, alt 0 F806 1 ny 0 Nes, ene 5 red 4 
toy po bins, 1 25 xs raus, vitro Toy artes b x Toy 50 
au 17 £6104 Toy Ne Toy 271 RELyT wy Near uued A —geerrux, * 0 
Mryos 5 * 6 Toy Nur, x F0g » 55 0 Na os, pores capi cpo 


le NOT ren, eres N., e N Toy zi lena Tov hun, dure Toy 
\ 


Toy My rartpe, nd 9-4 ov» i» 0 Ne rere, 6er ard, pon a 


65 Lal 0 As weg, aus 0 exo big, * QuT0% i 6 2x6 TUYTOY X65, | 


. 574 xe} Aurbg gebs iy, De Eccleſ. Teen lib. 2. c. 17. 
| * „have 
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„ have ſtiled the Word 5 9:3;, had he thoveht 


5 
Supreme God. 
< the Father » 905 and the Word barely 95 


the Father and Son to have been one and 
the ſame Being, and that the Word was the 
But now, by ſtilin 


he has plainly taught us to eſteem the Fa. 
ther of the Word, with whom the Word was, 
eto be the Supreme God over all ; And, next 
after Him, to underſtand that the Word, 
who is his only begotten Son, is, not in- 
deed (% Jo) the Supreme God himſelf but 
that He alſo is (9%) God, or a divine Per- 
ſon.” Is This, © making no further Uſe » * 


« rhe Obſervation, than to prove that the >; 


is not the Father himſelf? No words 


can poſſibly more directly confute your No- 


tion, t ian theſe Paſſages do. And One, whoſe 


Orthodoxy you cannot ſuſpect, ſays: © (1) 


“The word, God, ſignifies the Father, and 
Is peculiarly apply'd to him, becauſe he is 


the Cauſe of the Son and Spirit, and they 
are referred back to Him. Wherefore the 


« Apoſtles, and almoſt theWhole Sacred Scrip- 
<« tures, when they ſpeak of [5 Jes] God ab- 
6 ſolutely and indefinitely, and with the Article, 
and without any particular Perſonal Cha- 
« rafter ; mean the Father. And preſently 
after, he obſery es that the Son is never called 


(1) "Ex4@0n To , Nabe, 4 Tov T@Tþ0, xs #ywero Gur arty 
it cipt rey, ors Xi bos © 0109 x Tv LAT OG, X66 £65 cron arapc guru. 
—— n 0 a T0500, , THT Os 'y 1 Nele Tach, 27 d türn, C 9505 
81006 BAY , xc | ampoodlopiows, Xa: Ws im ob 227 „ x N i 
OD owsr®- LZIVCRT IS Toy reo per OMR. Theodor » Abucara, E 
divin. Nom. P. 435. in Bibliothec. Patr. God 

0 
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God with the Article prefixed, but when there 


is an antecedent Mention of him. Of which 


he gives an Inſtance, Rom. 9, 5. Though even 
[ - . c 3 EY / 
There, *tis not indeed o wy 0 #71 Tartu Yes. 


You admit (in a marginal Note) © a Prio-p. 
« rity of Order, and yet den the Son 
to be God in a ſubordinate Senſe :“ Then 


he is God in a Co-ordiuate Senſe ; And what 


becomes of the Priority of Order? But This 


Sort of Contradictions, are not worth your 
Notice. You add, by way of Illuſtration : 
There was a Priority of Order in reſpect 


* of Adam and Seth; and yet Seth was not 
« Man in a Subordinate Senſe.” I anſwer : 


710 


The words Subordinate and Subordination, 


have neceſſarily a relation to Authority and 


Government: And the Queſtion. between us 
is, concerning Equal and Supreme Authority, 


Now to Adam, conſidered as a Governour, 
Seth was Subordinate, Toa Kzne, conſider- 


ed as a Ning, the King's Son is in Authority 


Subordinate, But Man being merely the 40 
ſtract name of a Speczes, therefore all Men, 
from the Greateſt Prince to the meaneſt Slave, 
are equally Men. For the fame Reaſon, con- 


ſidered as Animals, rational and irrational 


Animals are equally Animals. Alſo as Be— 
ns, animate and inanimate Beings are equal- 
ly Beings. And. is This any thing to your 
Purpoſe ? Belides: Among en, a Son does 
not, properly ſpeaking, derive his Being from 
his Father; Who is merely an is/trumental, 
not an Effrczent Cauſe. But God, when H- 


b ſtyled Father, muſt always be underſtood 


O to 


- — On — 
_— — * * 
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to be [Arria] a True and Proper Cauſe, really 


, Order betwixt Father and Son, is, as (1 


ſurdity, you leave out of your Concluſion the 


Of the Unity of God. 
and efpciently giving Life. The true Prioyity 


Novatian ſays, © not in the mere ſound of the 
« Name,” [which is all that your Notion 
amounts to,] © but in the Order and Diſpoſiti. 
% , A | 

You think you may conclude, that © ſince 
« the Son. is not excluded with the Nominal 
« Gods, he is included and comprehended in 
& The One Supreme God.“ You might juſt as 
well have ſaid, that for the ſame reaſon he 


Wil 


2s included and comprebended in the One Self 
exiſient Unbegotten God, And then your 


Concluſion would have been juſt as ſtrong 

for the Son's being Unbegotten, as it is now | t 

for his being See. To hide which Ab. i 
| 


Son's being The One Supreme God, which is 
what you had all along been in expreſs terms 
contending for, and blind your Reader with 
the Terms co-eternal and co-cſential in its 
Room. 


(1) At cum Ego dicit, deinde patrem infert, dicendo, Ego 
& Pater; proprietatem perſonæ ſuæ, id eſt filii, a Paterna 
Auctoritate diſcernit atq; diſtinguit, non tantummodo de ſono 
nominis, ſed etiam de Ordine diſpoſita Poteſtatis. De Tri- 
i, . 3 


Qu. IV. Of the Unity of God. PF 2 


Query IV. 


| Whether, ſufpoing the Scripture-Notion of God 


tobe no morethan that of the Author and Go- 

vernour of the Univerſe, or w!atever it be; 

the admitting of Another to be Author and 
Governour of the Univerſe, be not admit- 

ting another God contrary to the Texts 

before cited from Ifaiahs and alſo to Iſa. 42. 
8.— 48, 11. where he declares, He will 
not give his Glory to another? 


Anſww, * -OUR Defenſe of This, and of. 73. 


the following Query, 1s in Reali- 
ty, Chow far ſoever you, are from intending 
it,] an Attempt to expole and render ridicu- 
lous the expreſs Doctrine of St. John and 
St, Paul, and to make it appear inconſiſtent 
with, and contrary to, the Old Teſtament. 
'Tis in Truth, not arguing againſt Dr. Ciarke, 
or Me; but againſt plain Scripture and Chri- 
ſtiauity in General. This I will endeavour to 
make you ſenſible of, by ſome ſhort Obſerva- 
tions upon the Particulars of your Deſenſe; 
having already obviated iz general every 
thing you have to offer from Scripture or 
Antiquity. 8 2 15 
The Texts of Iaiab you refer to, are all 
of them expreſsly Perſonai, and are therefore 
full and direct againſt you. For the words, 
I am the Lord, and there is NONE elſe; 
and, I wil} not give my Glory to ANOTHE R; 
ae as expreſsly excluſive of any other Perſon, 
2 as 
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as of any other Subſance, from being what 


He, who there ſpeaks, declares Himſelf 


ALONE to be, viz. the Supreme and Ori. 


ginal Author and Governour of all things, 


And therefore the So, unleſs he be Himſelf 
the Perſon, as well as of the Subſtance of the 


Father; cannot be what the Perſon ſpeaking 
in thoſe Texts, declares Himſelf ALONE 
to be. Conſequently, when he is ſtiled G04 


and Lord, it muſt of neceſſity mean that he 


zs in a Subordinate Senſe The Author and Go. 
x Cor. 8, 6. Vernour of All. He is, not That Ore God, 
Eb. 4,6. who is the Father (the Firſt Cauſe,) of whom 


are all things; the Father (or Original Au— 
thor) Fall, who ir above all: But He is 
God, the Word, By (or Through) whom, fays 
St. John, all things were made, viz. by whom 
The Father made all things: He is the One 
Lord, By whom, ſays St. Paul, (in expreſs 
contradiſtinction to the One God, of or from 
whom,) are all things. Rn 

To This, you thus object: Two Authors 
e and Governours of the Univerſe, whom you 
&« ſauſ'poſe Two diſiinet ſeparate Beings, are as 
& plainly Two Gods, as if it were ſaid ſo in 
c Terms. I anſwer: Two Autiiors and G-. 
vernours of the Univerſe, whom you ſuppoſe to 
be diſtintt Perſons, equal in Supreme Authort- 
ty and Power, whether ſeparate or not ſepa- 
rate i metaphyical Subſtance, are as plain} 
Two Gods, Two Gods in Perſon, as if it was 


ſaid ſo in Terms, One God, of and frun 
whom (as from the Firſt Cauſe and Original) 


are all things; and One Lord, by or tÞr0ug/ 
1 whom 


; 
: 
d 


} 
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whom are all things; (though He alſo be 
ſometimes ſtiled Goa, yet) for this Reaſon they 


| ought never to be ſtiled Two Gods, becauſe 


they are not Two Firſi Cauſes, And (1) 
This is the very reaſon expreſsly given by 
Novatian, and by all eAntiquity, If, not- 
withſtanding This, you will needs have them 


| to be Two Gods; your Objection is not 
| 2gainlt Me, but againſt the Evangeliſt and the 
| efpoſiie. | 


You again repeat the ſame Objection; — p. 5. 


« two Gods; and,. — © really two Gods; 


and — * Heathen Polytheiſm > and“ two 
true Gods; and ——*< inferiour Deities.” 


 Tanſwer. Was St. Paul a Teacher of Hea- P. 76. 


* then Polytheiſm,” when inſtead of their 
imaginary Gods Many and Lords Many, he di- 
rects us to One Trae God, Of whom are all 
things, and One True Lord, Through whom 
are all things? And when he tells us, that 


God our Saviour ——ſaved us through Je ſus It. 3, 4,6. 


Chriſt car Saviour; does he hereby preach 
Iw9 Saviours ? Or will you ſay that Jeſus 
Chriſt our Saviour is the very fame God our 
Saviour, Who ſaved us through Feſus Chriſt 
our Saviour ? Or did our Saviour himſelf in- 
troduce Heathen Poiytheiſm, when he faid, 
Mar. 12, 29, The Lord our God is One Lord; 
and yet, immediately after, mentions Another 
Lord, ver. 36? The Unity of God, in Scrip- 

ture and in al Primitive Antiquity, means al- 
ways an Unit), not of Sul ſtance only, but of 


(1) See above, P. 8, 15, 34, 47, 52. 


O 3 God. 
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Ga7, One God, is not only One Godhead, but 
One God, And This Unity is evidently found. 
ed in the (1) Unoriginated Supremacy of Him 
who is the it Cauſe or Father of all things, 
Biſhop Pearſon acknowledges that this Ori. 
gination in the divine Paternity, hath Ati. 
ently been looked upon as the eAſſertion of the 
Unity. Expoſ. on the Creed, P. 40. And Bi. 
ſhop Bull every where owns the fame Thing. 
Nor did ever any Antient Writer argue 
againſt Pohtheiſin, by alledging that Chriſt 
was himſelf The One Supreme God, or indivi- 


dually and identically the ſame God with the 


Father: But, on the contrary, they 22 This 
Point always inſiſted on his Szbordination 
to the Father, and on his having Worſhip 
by the (2) Wi} and Command of the Father: 
And they always acknowledged, that Two s 
Supreme Governours would indeed have been 


 Polytheiſm. From which Charge, J have 


taken no manner of Care to clear your elf, 
With ou, there is always One . Subſtance in- 
deed, but never Oze God. You acknowledge 
an Unbegotten Supreme God the Father, and 
a Begotten Supreme God the Son. Are not 
'Theſe, in Terms, Two Supreme Gods? Two 
Supreme Gods in Perſan, though undivided in 
Sul/tance? Or can Two diſtinct Living Agents, 
equally Supreme in Authority, and equally go— 
veriiing the Univerſe, not be Two Supreme 
Governours? and equally ſo, whether Con- 


ſulſtantial or not? But where All Power and 


(1) See above, P. 32. 
(2) See above, P. 10, & 32. 
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Dominion, and all Things, are derived from 


the Will of one Original Canſe, Author, and 
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Fountain of all; there the Unity of God is Z 


evidently ſecure, how many Other Perſons 


ſoever are tiled, and truly and properly ſtiled, 
Gods. This, I think, is clear and conſiſtent 


Reaſoning ; of great Importance; and can 


too well conſidered by 12. N 
Lou demand: What Foundation can you 


* find for adding Supreme, where-ever the 


« Scripture ſays abſolutely, there is but One 
“ God 2——Why do you Add here, without any 


never be too much inſiſted on by Me, or 


P. 76 


 « Warrant 2 If the Sacred Writers intended to 


« limit the Senſe by Supreme, why could not 


* they, in one place at leaſt among many have 


« ſaid ſo, and have told it us as plainly, as 
„Dr. Clarke and Tou do?“ I have already ob- 
ſerved, that the Term, God, as well as the 


Term, Lord or King, is always, in the 22- 


ture of Language, neceſſarily Perſonal ; and 


that accordingly the Scriptures always declare 
The One God to be One Agent, one I, one Me, 
one Him. I am the Lord thy God,-——Tbou 
ſhalt have no other Gods before ME, Exod. 20; 
2, 3: Hol. 13, 4. I am God, and there is none 
elſe, I am God, and there is none like me, 
Iſa. 46, 9. T bor ſhalt worſhip the Lord thy God, 
and HIM only ſhalt thou ſerve, Mat. 4, 10. Thee, 
the only true God, and Jeſus Chriſt whom thou 
haſt ſent, Joh. 17, 3. To Us there is but One 
God, the Father, 1 Cor. 8, 6. If therefore any 
Other Perſon beſides this One, be at any time 


Q 4. Hoe tiled 


200 


Of the Unity of Cod. 
{tiled God; The One God, whenever mention- 


ed abſolutely and by way of eminence, muſt 
_ neceſſarily always mean the one SUPREME 


God. But beſides ; the Scriptures themſelves 


do often expreſsly “ limit the Senſe by SU- 
« PREME.” What think you of [U 
- the higheſt, or moſt high God, Pl. 47, 2; and 
18, 13. Luk. 1, 35. 6, 35. Acts 7, 48 ? What 


think you of the Character, Rev. 4, 11, For 


Thy Pleaſure all things were created? What 


think you of, Eę r dra, From whom are all 


* 


things, as from their Original and Firſt Cauſe, 


1 Cor. 8, 62 What think you of [o(1) Tarraxe;- 


Tag] God Supreme over all 2 What think you of 


Lrarhg Taro, and Ju Jar) Father [or 


Firſt Cauſe] of all, and God of Gods, Eph. 4, 


6. Dan. 2, 47? But indeed, without theſe 


Epithets, the Title [6s 9:55] God abſolutely, or 


P. 76, 77. 


in an abſolute Conſtruction, is in Scripture 


always, as well as in common Language, The 
Supreme God. _ 5 | 
You ask me, upon the Texts, Iſai. 42, 8.— 


48, 11. Was this then the Meaning; I will 


« not give ALL my Glory to another? I an- 
{wer : The peculiar and incommunicable Glory 
of God, conſiſts in This, that Having All 
Perfections and All Dominion abſolutely in and 


of Himſelf, original, underived, and indepen- 
dent on eAny ;, be is conſequently himſelf the 


Alone Fountain and Original of all Perfections, 


(1) See above, p. 16; and below on Query XXVII, towards 
the End, 2 


and 


1 


* 

q 

c 

| 
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and of all Power and Authority whatſoever. 
This Glory he will not, he cannot give to Any 
Other, to Any Other Being, to Any Other Per- 
ſon, to Any Other whatſoever ; he 29 not, he 
cannot (without a contradiction) give it ei- 


ther in hole or in Part. No other © divides p. 57. 


« with him in Gloy; either equally, as you 
yourſelf (in expreſs contradiction to the Text) 
do ſuppoſe; or * unequally,” as you ridicu- 
louſly and falſely repreſent Me to ailert. What- 
ever Glory, how Great, how Divine ſoever it 
be, he communicates to Another ; 1s no divi- 
fron, no abſciſſion, no diminution of his own. 
"Tis all from him, and zo him it returns all 
again. And All Power, how unlimited, how 
divine ſoever; all Power, in Heaven and in 
Earth, even That Power, under which all 
things are pit; is ſtill (if St. Paul underſtood 
this matter) no Part, no Share of That Pow- 
er, which did put all things under it. To 
Saints or Angels, no Worſhip, no Glory at all, 
can rightly be aſcribed ; becauſe God has com- 
' mitted to them no Authority, no Power of 
Judgment. To his Son, he Has committed all 
Judgment, and given him a Name, to which 
every knee muſt bow, of things in Heaven and 
Things in Earth and things under the Earth: 
And yet even This glory, being expreſsly de- 
clared to be To the Glory of God the Father, 
evidently cannot be any part of That ultimate 


Glory, to which itſelf is declared wholly to 
regound, 


Your 
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Your ſaying, that © God has already engroſ. 
ee ſed all divine Honour to Himſelf,” So that— 
* all others are precluded from receiving am 


divine Honour „ and that « there is no 


*® Room left for God's commanding it: is 1 


moſt preſumpruons contradiction to the whole 
New Teſtament. For (unleſs by divine Ho- 


nour you inean here, inconſiſtently with your 


whole Argument, that which is peculiar to the 


Firſt Cauſe and Father of ail Things ;) your 


Afiertion is directly a præcluding of God, ei- 


ther from all Rz-þr of appointing any Media- 


tour at all; or at leaſt from all Right of con- 
manding Any Worſhip to be paid to the Media- 


tour, in the capacity of a Mediatour. But is 


it not written : The Father hath Committed all 
Judgment to the Son; that all Men ſhould Ho- 
nour the Son, even as they honour the Father? 
He that honoureth not the Son, honoureth not 
the Father which bath ſent him. Ihe Father 
bath given him Authority to execute Judgment 
alſo, becauſe he is the Son of Man, Joh. 5; 22, 
23, 27. ls not here evidently in expres 
Words, an Honour, a divine Honour, given 
to Chriſt as being the Son of Man, who was 


ſent by God, and to whom the Power and 


Honour of executing Judgment is Committed? 


Say then, either that the One Supreme God is 
the Perſon here, who was ſent, and became 
Son of Man, and had Judgement Committed to 


him: or elſe acknowledge that this Honour 
is diſtinct, and no Part of That Glory which 


God by 1/aiah declares he will not give to 
| | Ancther. 
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was given to him merely as Son, or merely 
as Man, tis all one; tis yet Another Honour, 
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Another, Tf you will ſay, that this Honour 


Subordinate to, and redounding to the Honour 


of Him from whom it was Received. For the 


Scripture is true; that every Tongue ſhould 


confeſs that Je ſiis Chriſt is Lord, to the 
Glory of God the Father, Philip. 2, 11. A- 


gain: When he bringeth his firſt-begotten into 
the World, he ſaith, Let all the Angels of God 


worſhip him, Heb. 1, 6. And again : To him 
that loved us, and waſhed us from our Sins 
in bis own Blood, —— to him be Glory and 


Dominion for ever and ever, Amen. Rev. 1; 


5,6. Here is a divine Honour Given to the 
Son, with ſuch Circumſtances as make it 
plainly 1mpoſiible and abſurd to ſuppoſe it 


to be the Glory of the One God and Father of 


all, which be declares he will not give to 
W 


QuERy 


— os be two Gods, As 2 King upon the Throne, 


P, T9, 80. 
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Query. v. 


Whether Dr. Clarke? s pretence, that the Autho- 


rity of” Father and Son being One, though 
they are two diſtin Beings, makes them not 


and his Son adminiſtring, the Father's Go- 
vernment, are not two Kings; be not trifling 
And inconſi ent? For, if the King s Son be 
nor a King, he cannot truly be called King; 
if be is, then there are two Kings. So, if 
the Son be not God in the Scripture-Notion 
off God, he cannot truly be called God; 
Then how is the Doctor conſiſtent with Serip: 
zrere, or with Himſelf 2 But if the Son be 
truly God, there are two Gods 1pon the 
Doctor D Hypotheſts, s, 4% plainly as that one 
and one are two: and ſo all the Texts of 


Iſaiah cited above, beſides others, ſtand full 


and clear againſt the Doctor's Notion. 


Af .Y 9UR Argument in This Query, 

and in the Defenſe of it, is nothing 
but a Repetition of what has been already an- 
ſwered at large. The Notion Dr. Clarke has 
laid down, is This; that, there being in the 
Monarchy of the Univerſz but One Authority, 


original in the Father, derivative in the Son; 


therefore the One God C abſolutely ſpeaking ) al- 


ways ſi;nifies Him in whom the Power or Au- 
thority is original and underived. 


tion to This Notion, the Sum of your arguing, 
is: 


and 


In oppoli- 
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18: Firſt, that“ if the Son be not God in the Compare 


e fame Senſe and in as Hi h a Senſe as he . 


Father himſelf, he cannot Truly be called 

« God” at all. Which is, in other words, 
condemning the Scripture, for giving to the 
Son the Title of God, and yet not meaning 
thereby One who has all Perfections and all 
Dominion abſolutely in and of Himſelf, original, 
underived, and independent on Any, In the 
Second place, you thus argue; If the Son, P. 8%, 
A diſtin ſeparate Being, be truly and really 

% God; and if the Father be ſo too; what can 

« be plainer than that there are, upon your W- 

4 pot heſis, two Gods?” © If the Son betruly God, P. 79. 
« there are two Gods upon the Doctor's Hypo- 

ce rhefis, as plainly as that One and One are 

* two.” *© What mean you then to deny that p. do. 
e there are two Gods? But you ſay, One is Su- 

« preme, the other Subordinate - I do not p. 81. 
charge you with aſſerting Two Supreme Gods; 

« But I do charge you with holding two Gods, 
One Supreme, Another Inferiour; two real 

« and true Gods. This you cannot truly and 

* ſincerely, jou ſhould not otherwiſe, deny.” To 

this it has above been anſwered at large; that 
though Magiſtrates are in Scripture ftiled 
Gods, and Angels are in Scripture ſtiled Gods; 

and the Holy Ghoſt hath called Them Gods, un- 

to whom the word of God came; and the Scrip- 

ture cannot be broken; and, much more, He 
whom the Father ſanctiſied and ſent into the 

_ World, blaſphemed not, when he ſaid, I am the 
Son of Ged.: Yet {till, there being but One 
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206 of the Unity of God. 

7 Firſt Cauſe and Fountain of all, One who Alone 
Has all PerfeHions and all Dominion abſolutely 
in and of Himſelf, original, underived, and in: 
dependent on Any; there is ſtill therefore, ab- 
ſolutely ſpeaking, not Many Gods, not Two 

Gods, but One God only. This is the Uni- 

| verſal Voice of Nature and Reaſon: This is 
plainly the Senſe of all Primitive Antiquity : 
This is the expreſs and ſolemn Declaration of 
the N and Apoſtles in the Old Teſtament 
and in the New - And This is evidently the 
meaning of the Anſwer ow Saviour Himſelf 
gave to the very ſame Objection made to him 

by the Fews, But now oblerve, how irre- 
fragably your Own Argument returns upon 
your own Head. IF the Son, a diſtin Per- a 
% ſon, ſeparate or not ſeparate, be truly and . 
really the Supreme God; and if the Father 

be ſo too; what can be plainer than that 
© there are, upon your Hypotheſis, Two Gods, p 
% Two Supreme Gods, as plainly as that One . 
& ond One are Two 2 What mean you then to 
| 


deny that there are Two Gods 2 But you ſay, 
they are Conſubſantial, they 'are undivided 
4 jn their Subſtance, What then? I do not 
charge you with aſſerting Two divided Sub- 
ances ; but I do charge you with holding 
& Two Gods, Two Supreme Gods undivided in 
« their Subſtance, Two real and true Conſub- 
* ſtantial ae Gods. This you cannot rruly 
and {incerely, you (hould not otherwiſe, deny.” 
To This, you have never given Any Reply: 
Turn it which way ſocver you will, it is capa- 


ble 


ce 


Qu. V. Of the Unity of God. 207 
ble of. No Reply. One general Subſtance, 
One Godhead, One whatſoever elſe you pleaſe, 
you may aſſert; But One God, upon Tour 
Principles, it can no way be. | 
Conſubſtantiality (as is evident from Tertul- 
lian and Others) was never thought to infer 
any Equality of Supreme Dominion. Much leſs 
will Many conſubſtantial Gods be, upon ac- 
count of their Conſubſtantiality, One God; any 
otherwiſe than in a figurativeand rhetorical Ex- 
preſſion. The Antient Chriſtian Writers, (as Bi- 
ſhop Pearſon obſerves,) always © looked upon the e er, 
« Origination in the divine Paternity,” | v1z Creed, p. 
the Father's being the “One Perſon who ig. 
% from None,” — the One God, the True God, 
the Only True God, the God and Father of 
our Lord Feſus Chriſt,” \ to be © rhe Aſſertion 
* of the Unity e“ And he himſelf declares this 
* moſt Neceſſary, for the avoiding multi- 
plication and plurality of Gad.“ But according 
to Tour Notion, the Heathens might juſtly 
have argued in Defenſe of their Idolatry, that 
All their Gods, becauſe they thought them to 
be conſubſtantial, were One and the ſame Su- 
preme God. | | 
But to proceed. You charge me with “un- P. Sr. 
* godding the Son.” Which opprobious Lan- 
guage, you well know, carries no Argument 
in it; but is merely an Appeal to the Faſſions 
of the Ignorant. Do I Ungod the Son, who 
declare him to be God in every Expreſſion, 
and in every Senſe, in which the Scriptures 
declare him to be ſo? who, with St. Joln, 
| ; | C- 


208 


P. 53. 


declare with the Scripture, that He came fon 
Heaven not to do his own Will, but the Will 


Of the Unity of God. 
declare him to be God the Word, By whoy 
all Things were made? with St. Thomas, to 
be my Lord and my God? with St. Paul, to be 
the One Lord Jeſus Corift, through whom are 
all Things ? Do I ungod the Son, becauſe ] 


of him that ſent him; that he can do nothing 
of himſelf ;, that he lives by the Father; that 
the Father is Greater than he; and is 
His God? If this be to 27g94 the Son; do 
not jou your ſelf in like manner angod him? 


Nay, do not you really and truly ungod the 


Son, by - denying that he 7s or can be God 


at all, unleſs he be ſo in the very “ ſame and 


* 7n as high a Senſe as the Father himſelf 
which yet the Scriptures never ſuppoſe him 
to be? Again: Do not you really #zgod the 
Son, while, preſuming to be wiſe above what 
is Written, you aſſert that he is The One Sa reme 
God, Supreme in the ſiritt Senſe ? and yet 
at the ſame time molt inconſiſtently profeſs, 


7.38, 44. that he is derived, ſent, has a miniſterial Of- 
ice, and exerciſeth the eAuthority, and exe- 


2. 79, do. 


cutes the Orders of Another? Is not This 


* trifling aud inconfiſtent, —talking backwards 
aud forwards, ſaying and unſaying, aſſett- 
* ing and recanting and contradicting yourſelf?” 
Laſtiy ; Do not you (I tremble to uſe the 
Expreſſion) angod the Father, by aſſerting 
(ia oppolition both to Scripture and Natural 
Religion) eAzother independent, Another S- 
preme Lord and Author of eAll : Thus depri- 
ving the Great God and Father of the Uni- 


verſe 


Qu. V. Of the Unity of Cod. 


municable Supremacy, which is the very 


thing wherein conſiſts The Godhead of the Fa- 


ther of All, who is Above all ? I would beg 
of Jou, who are well able, to conſider theſe 
Things ſeriouſly and impartially. Which, 1 
think, would certainly, if not convince you 
of your Errour, yet abate at leaſt That 
Warmth of Zeal for you know not what, 
which prompts you to be thus juricus to 
thoſe who differ from you, in caſes where 
the Reflection may always jzſtij be retorted 
upon yourſelf with greater Severity. | 

I had obſerved, after Dr. Clarke, that Ter- 


verſe, of his original independent and incom- 


tullian and Athenagoras give (by way of 


Similitude) fome handſome Explications of 
This Notion ; that there being in the Monar- 
chy of the Univerſe but One Authority, origi- 
nal in the Father, derivative in the Son; 
therefore The One God (abſolutely ſpeaking ) 
always ſignifies Him in whom the Power or 
| Authority is original and underived. With 
regard to Tertullian you reply, that he © de- 
* clares expreſsly againſt any ſuch vain Ima- 
* gination, as that of a Subordinate God; 
* and——ſays, the Divinity has no degrees, 
being One only.” I anſwer : The Queſtion 
is not, Whether Tertullian always ſpeaks con- 
ſiſtently ;, or whether he ever tiles the Son, a 
Subordinate God; or whether that Expreſſion 
be at all a proper manner of ſpeaking : But 
the Queſtion is, whether Tertullian does not 
trequently found the Unity of God upon the 
Supremacy of the Father Alone in the Go- 

oo verninent 


p. 82. 
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. 82, 


tullian, in numerous Places, expreſsly make 


the Son Receive, all his Power from the Fa- 


his Will from the Beginning of the World, 
can do nothing of Himſelf, in all Things is ſub. 


 eArguments, prove the Government of the 


Of the Unity of God, © 
verument of the Univerſe, Does not (1) Ter 


the Power and eAuthority of the Son Suboy. 
dinate to that of the Father? And can Sub. 
ordinate Authority be Supreme Authority 2 Does 
he not, as I have largely ſhown, declare that 


ther, Acts in his Name, was the Miniſter of 


ject to and obeys the Will and Command of the 
Father? And does not he, from theſe very 


Univerſe to be a Monarch? But you appeal 
particularly to a Paſlage you had before ci- 
ted, in your P. 5 4. Which was fo little to your T 
Purpoſe, that I took no notice of it There. 1 (: 
But ſince you refer to it, as if it was of great I l 
Moment; 1 ſhall ſhow you, that, had you © 
rightly underſtood the Senſe of Tertullian, | © 
[ whole Stile is not the moſt eaſy and intelli- | * 
gible, ] you would not have quoted That . 


 Paſlage upon This Occaſion. The Caſe is 


plainly this: Tertullian is There argu- 


d. 
ing againſt Marcions Two Gods, i. e. 1 
two Supreme, underived, independent Beings ;  * 
the One of which, (the God of the Old Te : 


ſtament,) he ſuppoſed to be (2) of a ſevere, 
ſavage, and Thrannical Diſpolition ; the Other, 
(the God of the New Teſtament, ) of a kin, 
merciful, and Good Nature. Tertullian in- 
iſts on the contrary, that there can be but 
ne God, i. e. (as he there expreſsly explains 


—— _ __# A ww 


(1) Adv, Prax. c. 3, 15, 22. (2) Ady. Marc, lib, 1. c. ö. 
1 I him; 


Qu. V. Of the Unity of Cod. 

himſelf,) One (1) Great, Supreme, Unbegot- 
ten, unmade, eternal Being or Subſtance. By 
the Term (Gd) therefore, he in This Ar- 
gument means the ſelf-exiſtent Subſtance in- 
veſted with Supreme Power; ¶ Aaverſ. Mar- 
cion. lib. 1. cap. 3. ] And he urges Marcion with 
the following Dilemma. There cannot be 


(2) Two EQUAL Supreme ſelf.exiſtent 


Beings or Gods; becauſe (ſays he) the very 
Notion of Supreme, excludes all Compariſon 
and Equality : Neither can Two Supremes be 


UNEQUAL; for That alſo is contrary to 
the Notion of Supreme, which admits of 


u0 Diminution. Having therefore before ſhown 
to Marcion, | cap. 5.] that there could not be 
Iwo Supremes, that were Equal; He in the 


(3) Paſſage which you cite, proceeds to tell 


him, that he muſt alſo den) That Being to be 
God, (meaning the Summum Magnum, the 


Great Supreme Being or God,) whom he own- 


ed to be of @ worſe and inferiour Nature. If 
now you asked Tertullian, whether, by His 


(t) Definio — Deum ſummum eſſe magnum, in æterni- 
tate conſtitutum, innatum, infectum &c. lib. 1. c. 3. And pre- 
ſently after; ſubſtantiam,. »{olam innatam, infectam, 
ſolam æternam, exc. c. 7. oy | 


(2) Ergo nec Paria erunt duo Summa Magna, quia prohi- 


bet diſpoſita jam regula Summi Magni, comparationem non 


ſuſtinentis: He had argued before; Nec aliter Summum Mag- 


num, niſi Parem non habens. And again; Quum hoc fit 
Summum Magnum, Par non habere. cap. 3.] nec Dyſparia, 
quia & alia Summi Magni regula occurrit, deminutionem non 
admittens. lib. 1. c. 7. | 


v, 


_ (3) Deus non erit dicendus, quia nec credendus, niſi Sam- 


mum Magnum; | Subſtantiam ſolam innatam, &c. c. 7, ]|—— 
Nega Deum, quem dicis deteriorem: nega Summum Magnum, 
quem credis minoreme c. 6. 
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212 5 of the Unity of God. 
Argument, he did not ſuppoſe that the Son; 
either [Summum Magnum | himſelf the . 
preme, Self-exiſtent Being, or God; or elſe 
[ deteriorem £9 minorem, ] of a lower and in. 
feriour Subſtance, and fo not God: He would 
anſwer you, that he allowed Nezther of theſe 
things; but that he ſuppoſed the Son to be 

a PART | Derivatio Totius £5 Portio] of the 
Supreme ſelf-exiſtent Subſtance, begotten in 
to a Perſon by the good pleaſure of the Fa. 
ther, juſt before the Creation of the World; 
and conſequently that he neither thought him 
to be | Summum Magnum) himſelf the Supreme: 
Being, or God; nor yet of an zxferionr, ot 
lower Subſtance ; but that he was the ſame 
God, in common ſpecifick Subſtance (as Part 
of a M hole,) with [the Summum Magnum] the 
Supreme ſelf-exiſtent Being, or God. 1 wonder 
you ſhould not have obſerved, that he declares 
this to Marcion, lib. 3, c. 6; and to Praxeas 
in many Places. I am not here vindicating 
 Tertulizan's Reaſoning : But This is plainly his 
Notion. And from hence 'tis evident you ei. 
ther miſtake or quibble, when you alledge 
7.82, . that Tertullian ſays, the Divinity has no De- 
4 grees.” He adds the Reaſon of it, | utpo- 
te unica] as being Oue; viz. one (1) unbe- 
gotten, unmalle, and eternal Subſtauce, which 
Unity can have no Degrees. But if you 
ask his Notion concerning the Divine Pei 
ſons; he will anſwer you, that they are (2) 


(1) Adv. Hermog, c. 7. | | 4 
(2) Tres autem non ſtatu, ſed gradu. Adv. Prax. c.2. Again. 
Filium. nec ſtatu, ſed Grads, alium. bid, c. 19. 


three 


three in Degree; and that the PERSON 
of the Son, [though his SUBSTANCE 


was, in His Opinion, a Conſubſlantial, eter- 
zal, and Self-exiftent PART of God,] was 
neither (1) Eternal, nor unbegotten, nor in 
Authority Sf reme. 


You allow, that Tertullian uſes the Simi- p. $2. 


« litude of a King upon a Throne, and a Son 
& adminiſtring his Father's Kingdom: But 
(you add) to a very different Purpoſe, from 


%% what” We © would have it ſerve.” How ] 


ſo? © The Objection (you ſay) againſt more 


„ Perſons than One in the Godhead, as Ter- 


« tullian reſolves it, was, that the Authority 


© would not be one. No: The Objection 


was, that God would not be Oze ; That there 
would be Many Gods in Perſon, though but 
One Divine Subſtance. The words immedi- 
ately preceeding thoſe you have cited, and 
which in your Citation you have left out, 


ſhow this very clearly: They (2) pretend, 


© ſays Tertullian, that We preach Two, and 
* Now [| ſince his following Montanus 

* Three Gods; but that They themſelves 
* are worſhippers of the One God.“ You go 
on: © The Similitude [of a King and his Son] 
is pertinent to ſhow, how the Authority or 
* Government may be One, in the Hands of ſe- 
& veral Perſons.” And therefore, (you ſhou'd 
have added,) ?tis pertinent to ſhow, how, in 


the Monarchy of the Univerſe, according to 


(1) Fuit Tempus, cum Filius non fuit. Adv. Hermog. 6.3. 
(2) Itaq; duos, & Tres jam jactitant A nobis prædicari; ſe 
vero unius Dei cultores præſumunt. Adv. Prax, c. 3. 


P'3 Dr 
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O the Unity of God. 
Dr Clarke's Argument, the Authority of the 
Father and Son being One, Original in the Pa. 
ther, derivative in the Son, therefore there 


are not Two Monarchs; but The One Monarch, 


abſolutely ſpeaking, muſt needs be He only, 
in whom Alone the Authority is original and 
#nderived. For This only, and no Other, was 


the very Purpoſe, for which the Doctor cited 


Tertullian. If One eAnuthority may be exerci- 


| ſed by ſeveral Perſons, in Subordination to 


P. 83. 


one Head, one Original; and fo there be, ab- 
ſolutely ſpeaking, but Oze (1) Monarch, One 


Gvernour; then evidently Dr Clarke, by 
ſhowing that there is but Oze © Authority, 
original in the Father, and derivative in the 
Son who exerciſeth it in Subordination to the 


Father as his Head, [the Head of Chriſt is 


- 


more Gods than Oe. 

But Tertullian, you ſay, argues that the 
Father and Son are One God,” with reſpect 
to © Unity of Subſtance.” He does indeed {6 
argue, And yet he does not mean (as you 
do) that the Son is as much The One Supreme 
God, as the Father himſelf; but that the Son 


God, x Cor. 11, 3 ;] cannot be ſaid to aſſert 


is a PART of the Father's Subſtance, and 


exerciſes the Father's Authority. He argues, 
that where there is but Oe Original of et 
thority, tho? exerciſed by never ſo many Sub- 
ordinate Perſons, there is yet but Oze Ming or 
Governoar, and conſequently but one God. He 


f (1) Proinde illius eſſe p1 incipaliter, a quo communicatur in 
lium. Adv. Prax, c. 3. y | 


does 


cn YN . — w# 


Qu. _ 3; of the Unity of God. 
does not argue, as you do, that becauſe: the 
Son is Ming exerciling the Father's Authority 


in the End of the World Cas the eApoſtte ſays) 


own, that though the So» be Conſubſtautiial, 


and Power, therefore the Monarchy is deitroy- 
ed, and there are Two Kings; but on the 
contrary, that the Mozarchy is therefore pre- 
ſerved, becaule the Son derives both his Sub- 
ſtance and Power from the Father, and admi- 
nifters the Kingdom committed to him ac- 
cording to the Will of the Father, and will 
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deliver it up again to the Father (1). Again: 
Tertullian, expreſsly contrary to what you p. 83. 
ſuppoſe, argues that the Auminiſtration of the 
divine Government by Myriads of Angels, 
makes it to be yet but (2) oze Monarchy, in 
which there is but O Monarch, One God. 
Laſtly, Unity of Subſtance (as I have before 
obſerved) can only make Oze Subſtance; it 
can never make two Supreme intelligent 
Agents, two equally Supreme Monarchs of the 


— 


—— 


Univerſe, not to be Two Gods. probes 
lou next obſerve upon eA:heaagoras, that 

he © reſolves the Unity of Godhead, into Uni- P. 84, 
ty of Subſtance and Original.” But why do 
you thus confound different Things? as if 
Unity of Subſtance, and Unity of Original, was 

the ſame thing? when you your felt exprelsly , 3 
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yet the Father only is the Root, Fountain, or 
Original of All. Secondly ; you obſerve that 
** eAthenagoras makes the Holy Ghoſt to be ap, 84 


— —— — 


(1) Adv. Prax. c. 4. 
(2) Ibid, C. Zo 


PF. Sub- 
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« Sulſſi antial Emanation from the Father, as 


„Light from Fire” His Notion in This 


particular, as I have already ſhown you, 
(above, Þ.105,) is expreſsly condemned both 
by (1) Juſtin Martyr, and (2) eAthanaſiu 


Himſelf. Juſtin, ſpeaking concerning the 


Generation of the Son, (and © the Reaſon,” 


you ſay, © 7s the ſame” for the Holy Ghoſt ;) 
_ obſerves very diſtinctly, that the S0 is not 


_ rightly compared to Light emitted from the 


be true, as I have fully (3) proved; why 


Sun, but to One Fire lighted from another, 
without any diviſion, abſciſſion, diminnt ion, 
or alteration of the Firſt. dd page ROK LADS 

Your next Obſervation is right indeed, and 
molt directly overthrows your whole Hypo- 
theſis. You fay: © The common Anſwer [of 


the Fathers] to the Charge of Tritheiſm or 


« Ditheiſm, was, that there is but One Head, 


ee Root, Fountain, Father of All; not in re- 
„ ſpect of eAuthority only, but of Subſtance 


& alſo, —— This was the concurrent Senſe 
« all in general; and into This chiefly, the 
« reſolved the Unity of Godbead. If This 


© 


ould 


(1) Dial. cum Tryph. p. 120. See Dr. Clarke's Reply to 


Mr. Nelſon, p. 158. 


6) De Synod. Nic. Decret. Tom. 1. Fol. 259. 


(3) Above, P. 17, 31. It was the firſt Article of all the An- 
tient Oriental Creeds, ** 1 believe in one God, the Father Al- 


„ mighty: And thus the Nicene Creed expreſſes it. The Apo- 
ſtolical Conſtitutions ſay, that Chriſtians, forſaking the Madneſs 


of Polytheiſm, fly to the True Monarchy, Vit. 2 TevroxpyT0y" 
Heß Ag Ino Apis, to the Almighty God, through Feſus Chriſt. 
lib. 5. c. 15. Hence the Father is, Unus ex Solus verus Deus; 
M 35% Tarroxfarap; Eig x ? 6 TerroregTup ; Unus Solus 

Deus 


„ „ 


ſhould we diſpute any longer? For if the 
Unity of the Godbead, as you here expreſsly 


and very truly aſſert, is to be reſolved into 


one Head, Root, Fountain, and Father of all; 
tis demonſtration that the Son, who, you 


| own, is not the Head, Root, Fountain, and Fa- 


ther of all, cannot be himſelf That One Su- 
preme God, which is the Father, Head, Root, 


and Fountain of All; how andivided ſoever 
you ſuppoſe them to be, as to their Meta- 
| phyſical Subſtance. So that your own Hands 


have entirely deſtroyed your own Scheme. 
And to fay preſently after, that the Antients 
did not exclude the Son from being One God 
with the Father—in PERFECTION, i. e. 


Qu. V. Of the Unity of ng. 245 


P. 85. 


did not exclude the Son from being the Head, 


Root, and Fountain of all, (if theſe things 
be any inſtance of Perfection; only {hows 


Conſequence of your Notion,) to run into 


perpetual Self-contradiction. Sometimes the 


Unity with you, is One Subſtance; and you 
call it individual, and ſame, and numerical or 


Deus Omnipotens; in Irenaus, Clem. Alexandrinus, Novatian, 
and all the Antients. See Dr. Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 213,— 


how natural it is for you (as the unavoidable _ 


230, Edit. 24, I ſhall here add only two or three Obſervations 


from Euſebius. The Father, ſays he, is the Lord and God 
* of the Son; therefore all religious Knowledge centers (i 
% ian &pxw, x4 £65 wa be,) in one Original, and in one God:“ 
Dem. Evang. lib. 5. c. 8. The Father is the Original of the 
* Son; Therefore the Church believes in One God, the Fa- 
* ther Almighty; and in our Lord Jeſus Chriſt:“ De Eccleſ. 
Theol. lib. 2. c. 6. See alſo c. 7, throughout. Again: Upon 


John 17,3; He therefore (the Father) is The True God, 


* (ö #6, ,) the One only God, and there is no other be- 
* ſides him:“ ibid. c. 22, Again: He only is the One God 
-* and Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt: ibid. lib. 3. c. 6. 


iden- 
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identical Subſtance; Which is per fectly the 


is, Subſtances not ſeparated, 


Salellian Notion and Language; % b 


Nuevo, pic vaoracs, One Subject, Suppoſitum, 
or Hypoftafis, as you yourſelf explain it. At 


Other times *tis only undivided Subſtance ; 0. 


mogeneous Subſtance and . 5 that 
ut united. But 


tlien, leaſt three diſtinct intelligent and equal. 


| T. 84. 


ly Supreme Agents, ſhould be thought to be 
Three Supreme Gods, howſoever undivided in 


their Subſtances ; you are compelled by the 


Force of Truth to own, that the Antients, 


both Ante-nicene and (1) Poſt-nicene, placed 


the 


(i) This, Athanaſus frequently declares : Acres ares, 2 


Aeg rm TEITHT OG, Mar Tro —=GQUTOY £6 jAGYOY Soy He 
_«« | rhe Father] is Alone Unbegotten, and He only is the Foun- 


*« fain of Divinity; therefore he is the Only God.” Contr. 


Sabell. By which Reaſoning it follows, that becauſe the Son is 


begotten, and is not the Fountain of Divinity, therefore he is 
not the Only God. Tapetre 0” &v, ws 6 34g; My, 246 C Nes, ti; 
iy Kirin x big Kos TVET OG deve Os © Tn my Opinion the 
„Unity of God may be preſerved, by referring back the Son 


* and Spirit to one Original Cauſe.” Greg. Naz. de Theol. 


Hilary's words, on the 17th Article of the Council of Syrmi- 


um, are alſo very remarkable : In eo quidem maxime non com- 


paratur, nec Coæquatur filius Patri, dum Subditus per obedien- 


tiæ obſequelam eſt, dum mittitur, dum accipit, dum 
in omnibus Voluntati ejus, qui ſe miſit, sbſequitur. Deus 
unus eſt; & Subjectio filii docetur & Dignitas, ut ſit pa- 


tri & obſequio ſubjectus & nomine. The Son, in This reſpect 
« principally, is not compared nor equalled with the Father; 
in that he is ſab jest and obedient to him, is Sent by him, Re- 
cerves from him, obeys in all things the Will of Him that ſent 
« him. — God is One; and we teach both the Section 
and Dignity of the Son, — — ſo that he is £ubjett to the 


Father both in Obedience and Title.” And again: Aucto- 


ritate innaſcibilitatis, Deus unus eſt; ** He is the One God, by 


« the Prerogative of being Unbegotten. p. 236. And indeel 


cannot find that any even of the Poſt-nicenes of the 4th Cen- 
tury, ever ſtiled the Son abſolutely (s « $45) The One God; 


or ſaid that he was Equal to the Father in Authority and in 


— 
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e the Unity of the Godhead in © One Head, 
- © Root, Fountain, and Father of all“ and 
this with refpect to Authoriry (the very and 
only Thing infiſted on by Dr. Clarke,) as well 
as to Subſtance. Had you reſted here, the 
Controverſy (for Me) had been at an End. But 
in This point you never continue long con- 
ſiſtent with your ſelf. 5 he 8 
You add: The Fathers © believed God to be p. 8, 
„ word denoting Subſtance, not Dominion 
only And one Divinity, JeTvs, was, with 
« Them, the ſame thing as One Divine Sub- 
« ſtance.” |] anſwer: The word, God, evi- 
dently never ſignifies either Subſtance only, 
or Dominion only; but always Him whoſe the 
Subſtance and whoſe the Dominion is. And P. 84,85. 
the Term, JeaTys;, like avJewrotys, and all 
other abſtra& words of the like formation; al- 
ways ſignifies (1) Divine Dignity and Autho- 
rity, It does ſo in (2) all the Places you 
_YVYOUT P. 85, & 
15 30 
All Perſections. A Superiority both of Original and Authority, 
they all, I think, unanimouſly own'd, though not always very 
conſiſtently. : | | | 
(1) Oer & $48. Orig. c. Celſ. I. 5, Merex I txeivs Ne. 
T1T@- Jeerelbαu . In Joh. p. 46. Toi Aaron Nees [ſpeaking of 
Angels] Mee tives of He I Ir N, p. 47. Mettxorra; 
[ſpeaking again of Angels] 1 g e avs. Contr. Celſ. lib, 7. 
AYYinev Canepiaer fi Y Fromm, In Joh. p. 218. O f rr 
r 3orur©», | ſpeaking of the Authority communicated from 
the Father to the Son, and from the Son to the Angels; ] In 
Joh, p.47. Orbe tvigywra M, For, 5 ivipytiar, Greg. Nyſſ, E- 
piſt. ad Ablab. 
(2) In the Paſſage you cite of Melito from Dr. Cave, Jon; 
is expreſsly oppoſed to «rfpwrory;. In That cited from Dr. Grabe, 
tis 9400 Aoys Ned rr. IN One of the Paſſages of Origen youre- 
| fer to, tis v Jed r 17% 2 viss In another, tis 74 cp ˖ — 
 % Tw guru. In a third, tis 4 ov urs Jon, ei Y d, 
| | OD EE DW 91e O 
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your ſelf appeal to for the contrary, excepting (el 
the ſingle Paſſage of that dubious Author Hip- * 


polytus. And had it been frequently uſed to m 
ſignify the Sub ſtance of God or God Himſelf pf 
fill it would have deen only in a feurarive 


way of ſpeaking; in fuch a manner as we # 
fometimes ſay, The King's Majeſty, meaning el 
the King bimſelf or as, in a Rhetorical ſort ti 
of Expreſſion, we ſometimes ſay, Humane t 
NATURE, inſtead of, Men; or the Divine 


NATURE, inſtead of God, But to con- 

found theſe things in ſtriò and argumentative 

Speech, as you continually indeavour to do, 

is making Al Language Ulelelss 

P.54, 85, Your miſrepreſentation of ſeveral Other An- 
15 tient Writers in this place, I paſs over; having 
before conſidered them at large. Concerning 

Juſtin, See above, p. 121, 129. Concerning 

Tertullian, See above, p. 55, 77. Concerning 
Novatian, See above, p. 53. Concerning 

Lactantius, See above, p. 55, 63, 86. And to 

what you offer (p. 86.) concerning Euſebius, 

See above, p, 89, 150. I ſhall here add 

only this Obſervation; that, whereas you ſay 

F. 8, *© the Sabellian ſingularity is © making the 

„ Godhead porrregcuwn@» one fingle Hypoſta- 

5 fis;” the contrary is notoriouſly true, that 

the Sabellians ſuppoſed God to be pia vnriracs 

Teirc5ownos, Wherein you differ from them no 


Seer. The reſt are eaſy to be underſtood from what I have 
here ſaid, and by comparing them with the Paſſages above - ci- 
ted. In all the Places you refer to of Euſebius, Jud rus plainly 
fignifies divine Glory and Digni-y; and in the Laſt of them, tis 
expreſsly oppoſed to erfpurarn:. N 


other- 


otherwiſe, than in perpetually contradicting your | 
ſelf. And in this very Paſſage, by ſuppoſing e- 
cur and hypoſtaſis to mean the ſame thing, you 
manifeſtly contradict all Primitive Antiquity. 
I proceed now to conſider the Reply you . 88. 
make to a Queſtion I propoſed, vis. Whether 
| Herod the Great was not Ring of Judea, tho? 
the Jews had no King but Czlar ? and whether 
there were more Kings of Perſia than one, tho“ 
the King of Perſia was King of Kings? The 
Reader cannot but obſerve, that you were 
much perplexed with the Queſtion ; and ſaw no 
way to anſwer to it, till you had firſt miſre- 
preſented it. Putting therefore the words 
(WHEN the ſews, ) inſtead of my Words (THO? 
the Jews ;) you anſwer, that Herod was not 
King of Judea ; for he had been dead above 
thirty Tears BEFORE, Before Whar ? Be- 
fore the Jews were under Ceſar? Was not 
Herod inveſted with the Title of King of Ju- 
dea, by Auguſtus Ceſar ? and was not yet Au- 
guſtus Ceſar the only King of the Fews 2 Had 
they then any King but Ceſar, to whoſe Su- 
preme Dominion both They and Herod were 
ſubject? But you infiſt upon it, that One 
King under another King, are two Rings; and 
God Supreme and Subordinate make Two Gods. 
I anſwer, in the words of Scripture : Chriſt p. 88. 
is Lord of Lords, and yet To Us there js but 
One Lord, even Jeſus Chriſt, And God, is 
God of Gods; and yet To Us there is but One 
God, even the Father, of whom are all things; 
and not Mam Gods. And God our Saviour 
faves us through Jeſus Chriſt our Saviour, Tit. 


P. 88. 
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33 4,6: and yet they are never called Two 
Savionrs, At lift therefore you are reduced to 


This: If they are not ſo, © They ſhould not be ſ 
called That is, The Scripture (you think) 


has uſed ſuch Expreſſions as ought not to have 


been uſed. 


Query VI. 


TEX TS, proving an Unity of divine Attri. 


butes in Father and Son, applied 


To the one God. 4: 


Thou, even Thou 
only knoweſt theHearts 
of all the Children of 


I the Lord ſearch the 
Heart; I try the Reins, 


Jer. 17, 10. 


I am the firſt, and 1 
am the laſt, and befides 


me there is no God, 
Tſai. 44, 6. 


Iam A and Q, the 
beginning and the end, 
Rev. 1, 8. 1 

King of Kings, and 
Lord of Lords, 1 Tim. 
6,15. 


The mighty God, 
Iſai. 10, 21. 


| 


To the Son. 


Joh. 2,24. Thou know- 
eſt all Things, John 
16, 30. Which knoweſt 


the Hearts of all Men, 


Aces 1, 24. 00 
Tamhe that ſearcheth 
the Reins andthe Heart, 
Rev. 2, 23. 


Iam the firſt, and Iam 
the laſt, Rev. 1,17. 

I am A and Q, the 
beginning and the end, 
Rev. 22, 13. 


Lord of Lords, and 
King of Kings, Rev. 17, 


14.—19, 16. 
The mighty God, I/ 


6. 
7 Tſai. 


He knew all Men &c. 


"Wi 
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He is Lord of all, 

Ads 10, 36. 
dhe over all, Rom. Over all God blel. 
e ſſed, &c. Rom. 9, 5. wo” 


| Whether the ſame Chara@eriſticks, eſpecially ſuch 
eminent ones, can reaſonably be underſtood of = 


two diſtinct Beings ; and of one Infinite and 
. the other Dependent and Finite? 


Anſw. H FE. Anſwer to this Query, 18. P. 89. 
I 1f, If the Characters being the 
„game and o © Eminent,” be a Reaſon Why 
they cannot be underſtood of Two; the 
can no more be underſtood of Two diſtin& 
Perſons, than of Two diſtin& Beings. Becauſe, 
being all of them Perſonal Characters, they 
are, when underſtood of One, underſtood not 
of the Being, but of the Perſon. adh, But 
indeed the Characters are none of them the 
* ſame :” Becauſe Powers derived and underi- 
ved are no more the * ſame,” than the Per- 
ſons are, to whom they reſpeQively belong. 
3aly, As to the invidious inſinuation couched 
under the words finite and © infinite,” 1 
an{wer, that We ſet no other Limitations to 
the Perfections of the Son of God, than the 
Scripture expreſsly ſets by declaring them to 
be derived from Another. You yourſelf ac- 
knowledge, that the Perfections and Powers 
of the Son, are none of them ànoriginate or 
wunderived, If therefore Self-exiſtence be Any 
Perfection; and if the Perfefions and Powers 
of the Faiver, can by no other Argument * 
2 
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demonſtrated to be abſolutely (in the ſtrict and 5 
metaphyſical Senſe) infinite, but from the 1 

conſideration of their being original and in. an 
derived: then you Jour ſelf deny the Son of . 
God to be infinite, in the ſame ſenſe wherein 
you charge Us with denying him to be ſo ſW 
And if acting in all things according to th Wd 8 
Counſel of his Own Will, be Greater than ad. ſb „ 
ing in all things according to the Will of Ang. 


Ther ee then you yourſelf do not aſcribe ALL : 
Perfections to the Son of God. gthly, As to the 
Terms, Dependent and Independent. The Do. 
minion or Autbority wherewith the Son is in- 
_ veſted, is always in Scripture repreſented as 


Depending on the Father, The Being of the 
Son, we do not ſuppoſe to be in any other 
Senſe dependent, than is implied in the Notion 
of being Begotten, which the Scripture teaches, 
and which generation the Primitive Writers 
unanimouſly underſtand to have been by the 
incomprehenſible Power and Will of the Fa- 
ther. Which yet no more implies the Son to 
be a precarious and mutable Being; than thoſe 
Perfections of God, his Power, Juſtice, Good- 
_ neſs, Veracity, and the like, (the Exerciſe 
_ whereof always implies the Notion of Action, 
and conſequemly depends wholly upon the 
Will of the Agent,) are therefore more pre- 
carious or uncertain in their Effects, than thoſe 
Other Perfections (which imply in them no- 
thing of Action, and conſequently have No De- 
pendence on the Vill of the Agent,) ſuch as 


Eternity, Omnipreſence, Omniſcience, and the 
like. : In 


Qu. VI. Of the Unity of God. 
In your Defenſe of this Query, you alledge, 
bunt © che Charatteriſticks applyed to the one b. 90. | 
« true God, are applied likewiſe to the Son | 
and that we cannot © know Who or Whar the W | 
' © one God is, but by ſuch diſtinguiſhing Cha- 1 
« rafters as are given of him in Scripture ;” 
which yet © are equally applied” to the 
Son, &c. I anſwer: No diſtinguiſhing Cha- 
rafter of the One Supreme God, is aſcribed to the 
Son in Scripture, His CharaFeriſticks are: (eis 
gi; nal raThe wavy) the one God and Father 
of all, who is above All. One God, the Fa- 
ther or Firſt Cauſe [i A T4 drr Of or 
from whom are all things: and, For whoſe 
= Pleaſure [by whoſe Will and Command] all. 
| things were created. ¶ LO the Higheſt. 
DK. -b Jus (1) 5 Tarroextwe,] The Lord 
God Almighty. The God and Father of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, The God of our Fathers, 
who ſent his Son, &c. and who Gave him all 
Power both in Heaven and Earth, &c. Theſe 
Characteriſticks are evidently diſtinguiſhing and 
incommienicable; and neceſſarily denote the Fir /# 
Cauſe and Original of All things, even Him 
who. Alone bas All Perfections and All Dominion 
a»ſolutely in and of himſelf, original, underived, 
and independent on Any, ' 8 
But Divine Attributes (you ſav) belong p. 91; 
to each Perſon.” You ought. to have ſaid, 


«> 


(1) See above, p. 16, and below, on Query XXVII, rowards 
the End, = | | 8 


2 | the 
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the ſame Attributes and ALL of them, And 


91. 


then I ask; Is it No Perfection, to be abſo- 
lutely I be Firſt Cauſe and unoriginate Fountain 


of All Perfections and of all Power 2 But © the 


word, Self-exiſtent,” (you ſay) © ſhould be 
* underſtood Negatively.” That is; The 
Ground and Foundation of all Perfection, is a 
mere Negation. And are you really ſo igno- 
rant, as not to ſee; that, in like manner as the 


Word, ininite, according to the grammatical 


compoſition of it, is merely negative; and yet 


when we ſay, God is infinite or immenſe, the 


idea is not a bare Negative, a mere Negation 
of Bcunds, but denotes the Poſitive Greatneſs 
of That whoſe Exiſtence is declared to be im- 
menſe : ſo, though the word, unoriginate, ac- 


cording to the grammatical compoſition of it, 


is negative; yet the Thing intended to be ex- 


poſrrive 2 | See this Matter largely and diſtinct. 
ly explained, in the Modeſt Plea, &c. pag. 


P. 89, 90. 


prefled by it, 1s of all Others the moſt real and 


21 55 c.] 


Accerdingly, the Scriptures you refer to, 
do plainly enough, either in the Words them- 
ſelves, or in their connexion, diftingniſh be. 


tween derived and underived, between origi- 
nated and unoriginate Perfections. The Fa- 
ther is The Searcher of Hearts, Abſolutely. 
The Son faith; I am He that ſzarcheth 


the Reins and the Hearts, and I will 


give unto every one of you according to your 
| oh Works, 


Qu. VI. 07 the Unity if God. 


Works,——even as J (1) received of my Fa- 
ther, Rev. 2 ; 23, 27: Which laſt Words you 
conceal from your Reader. The Father, is The 
Firſt and the Laſt, which Is and which Was 
and which is to come, the (2) Almighty. The 
Son, is The Firſt and the Laft, which Liveth 
and was Dead, and is alive for evermore, Rev. 
15 17, 18: Which latter words you _ 
conceal from your Reader, The Father, 
The mighty God, abſolutely. The Son is He, 
whoſe Name ſhall be called Wonderful, C oun- 
ſellour, The Mi ighty God, Meysel S, A 
MO, The Meſſenger of his Great Counſel or 
Covenant, [raTye T3 wernot@y (3) G, The 


Father, or Lord, of the Age to come, | I. 96. 
6: All which, you conceal likewiſe from your 


Reader. The Father, is Lord of All, abſo- 
lutely : The Son is Lord of All, but He is 
excepted who did put all things under him. 
What ground now had you here to lay, that 


(1) Toy außer "Inrovy, To T e ον r e N bart b twice 


Th xapdlas iu. The Lord Jeſus, who, by the Will of the Al- 
mighty, is Inſpector of our Hearts. Clem. Alex. Strom. 4. Thus 
| Ns elſewhere. ſtiles the Son, FAnues Terrorpurogixe, and d 


Tg eyofiey G. p. 309, and 647, edit. Oxon. The Ab- 


| ſhe ity of ſuppoſing him to know-things by his own Will, (as if © 


Knowledge was an Ac of the Will,) has been ſhown by Dr. Clarke, 
Script. Doct. p. 294, 2d. edit. The Inſtances you alledge to the 
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P. 90, 92. 


contrary, (Sermons p. 266,) are very abſurdly applied. Deus 


omnipotenti voluntate fecit, &c. Does not the 
word, fecit, imply Actioa? And the other Paſſage likewiſe, s 
Frog pute Ty Ayo To Ter, does not ſignify as you would 
have it) that God is Omnipreſent or Omniſcient by his Will; 
which is highly abſurd ; but that God's Active and Governing 
Wiſdom pervades the whole Univerſe. | 

(2) See below, on Query XXVII, towards the End. 

(3) When Clemens Alex. ſtiles the Son TET1p cd vag, p. II2, 
edit. Ox. tis pla in it ſhould be read ren d . 
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P. 91 3920 


Of the Unity of God. 
the diſtinguiſhing characters“ in theſe Texts, 
« are Equally applied to Two 2” that © the 
« Expreſſions are equally general, and, ſeem. 
“ ingly at leaſt, Equally. extenſrve?? 
You blame me, for ſaying, the Son has all 
communicable” Divine Powers derived to 
him; and you © contend they are ftriftly Di. 


* 


* 


** 


(4 


vine, and therefore incommunicable to an 


« Creature:” And you find fault with me for 
mentioning a © ſubordinate Senſe, &c.“ I an- 


ſwer: How far any of the Powers mentioned 


in the Texts referred to, could or could not be 
poſſibly communicable to any Creature ; does 
not become Us to preſume certainly to know, 
But that they are actually communicated to the 


Son of God, and that they cannot poſũbly be 


at all communicated to The One Supreme God, 


13 as evident as any thing can be. If there- 
fore the Son's having divine Perfefions in a 
e ſubordinate Senſe,” is * the ſame as to ſay 
« they belong not to him at all” then, by 
your own Argument, he can have no divine 


Perfections at all- For a begotten or derived 


P. 94 


P. 95. 
P. 96, 


Pcrſon, evidently can have nothing of himſelf. 


Upon that Text, Marr. 28, 18, you do not 
deny that all Chriſt's Power was GIV EN to 
him. Only you think he was © Lord over all, 


« long before his Re ſurrection * becauſe © by 


% him all Things were created, Colo. 1: 16,17- 


« And he laid the Foundations of the Earth, 


« Heb. 1,10. Was God, before the World was; 


6% Joh. 1, 1. And when be came into the World, 
< be came unto his own; Jo. 1, 11.“ Now 
| here; 


Qu. VI. Of the Unity of Cod. 

here; though I think it not of moment in the 
main queſtion between us, to diſpute at what 
Time All Power both in Heaven and Earth 
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the Texts you alledge concerning our Lords 


pre-exiſtent State, do not prove his having at 


That Time a Throne or Kin: dom or Power of 
Judgment. Col. 1; 16, 17, does not repreſent 


him as the Perſon for whoſe Pleaſure, but by 
whoſe miniſtration, all things were created. 


And the ſame is evidently the meaning of 


Heb. 1, 10; as appears from ver. 2, By whom 


He made the Worlds, For the Work of Crea- 


tion being manifeſtly, both according to Scrip- 
ture and the (1) concurrent Senſe of all An- 
tiquity, an Act of Miniſtration in the Son to 


the Vill of the Father; tis clear to a Demon- 
ſtration, that the Right of Dominion was ori- 


ginally His Only, whoſe the Power of creating 
Originally was, and for whoſe Pleaſure all 


Things were created, Rev. 4, 11. In like man- 
ner, Foh.1; 1,2, The Son was the God, not 


Of or From whom, but By or Through whom 
were all things ; the Word, the viſible Perſon, 
the Schechinah or viſible Repreſentation of the 
Inviſible God; who from the Beginning ap- 
peared in the Old Teſtament under the Title 
of God, the Angel of the Lord: Who in the 


fulneſs of Time was made Fleſh, and came 


unto his Own, [either to Mankind in general, 


or to the People of the Jews, whom he had 


(1) See above, P. 6, 19, 186, 187. 
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Of the Unity of God. 


all along conducted in a peculiar manner, ] and 


' was rejected by them, and humbled himſelf even 
unto the Death of the Crofs, and roſe again, 


and was highly exalted to the right Hand of 
God, and had Then Al! Power given him both 
in Heaven and Earth, *Tis remarkable there- 
fore, that through the whole New Teſtament, 


the Throne and Dominion and Aingdom and 


Worſhip and Power of Judgement aſcribed to 


Chriſt, is never once aſcribed to him upon ac- 
count of his Part in the Work of Creation, or 
of his having been originally in the Form of 
God; but always upon account of his having 
bumbled  bimſelf unto Death: Mar. 28, 18. 
Eph. 1; 20, 22, Phil. 2; 8, 9,10. 1 Pet. 3, 22, 
becauſe he is the Son of Man, Joh. 5 ; 27, 22, 23. 
becauſe be bad purged us from our Sins, Hed.1,z, 
becauſe he was the Lamb of God, and redeen- 


ed us to God by his Blood, Rev. 1; 5, 6. and 


ch. 5 
Deſcriptions of the Word in the Old Teſta- 


3 9, 12 13. "TI's remarkable, that the 


ment, always repreſent him as the Angel or 


Meſſenger of God's Will; and that he is never, 
in his Own Perſon, ſaid to have a Throne, or 
Kingdom, but only in the Prophecies of his 

coming in the Fleſh. Thus Dan. 7 ; 13, 14,1 


ſaw in the Night Viſions, and behold one like 
the Son of Man, came with the Clouds of Hea- 
ven, and came to the Antient of Days, and 
they brought him near before him; And there 


was Given him Dominion and Glory and a 


Kingdom, that all People, Nations and Langua- 
ges, ſhould ſerve him : His Dominion is an ever- 


* laſting 


Qu. VI. of the Unity of God. 
laſting Dominion which ſhall not paſs away, 
and his Kingdom that which ſhall not be de- 
firoyed. Thus Iſaiah likewiſe foretold : Un- 
to us a Child is born, unto us a Son is given, 
and the Government ſhall be upon his Shoul- 
diere, &c. ch. 9, 6. And that the ſame Per- 
ſon, who had been in the Form of God, as be- 
ing the Shechinab or viſible Repreſentative of 
God's invitible Glory, and the Declarer and 
Executor of his Will under the Old Teſtament, 
did Receive That Dominion and Power of 
Fudament with which he is now inveſted, and 
was made Heir and Fudge of all, after his 
Reſurrection from the Dead; is clearly decla- 
red by St. Paul; Who tells us, (Philip. 2, 6, 
7, 0. 9,) that, being in the Form of God, 
LN aenaypor rynoaTo] be did not claim to be 
[honoured] as God, [* G eauroy , 


but emptied Himſelf [of that glorious Form, 


* In your. Sermons (p. 161, 163,) you contend that the 
word, A, may literally and grammatically be Thus ren- 
dred: He thought it not Robbery to be Equal with God, © but 
„ Notwithſtanding” made himſelf of no Reputation. And you al- 
ledge many Inſtances, where you think it is ſo uſed. But all 

your Inſtances ſhow great inattention. For, &, is never ta- 
ken in That Senſe, when tis uſed as an Adver/ative to a pre- 
ceding, su, in the Same period, (which is the Caſe in this Text;) 
but only when tis placed as a Corrective at the Beginning of a 
New Period. In every one of your Inſtances, either the word, 
4x, does not ſignify (Notwithſtanding ;) or it begins a New Pe- 
riod, Which is plainly the Caſe even in Gen. 40, 15, (the 
only Inſtance which, for want of being rightly pointed, can 
even to a haſty Reader have any Appearance of being to your 
Purpoſe. ) But it cannot poſlibly be the Caſe in This Text; be- 
cauſe then the words which you render, :9ought it not Robbe- 
ry to be equal with God, would themſelves be the example 
propoſed in the foregoing Verſe to the imitation of Chrt- 
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dA nud took upon him the Form of a Servant, and 


tbe Croſs : Wherefore God alſo bath highly (1) 


07 the Untty of Cod. 
became Obedient to Death, even the Death » 


exalted him, and (2) Given bim a Name, &c, 


Exalted Whom 2 Was it not plainly That Per 
ſon, who had been in the Form of God, and 


emptied himſelf, &c? Lo the ſame Purpoſe, the 


_ Apoſtle again; God bath in theſe laſt Dajs 


ſpoken unto us by his Son, whom be hath ap- 
pointed Heir of all Things, By whom alſo he 


made the Worlds, Heb. 1, 2. Here, moſt evi- 


dently, the ſame Perſon and no other, By whom 
God made the Worlds, 1s the Perſon whom he 
hath Now appointed Heir of all Things, 
Ver. 3, who being the Brighineſs of his Glory, 


and the expreſs Image of bis Perſon, W HEN 


he had by himſelf purged our Sins, ſat down 
on the right Hand of the Majeſty on high. 
Then it was, that God ſaid unto him, Thou 
art my Son, this day have I begotten thee, ver. 5. 


Then it was, that God commanded, ſaying, 


let all the Angels of God worſhip him, ver. 6, 
Then it was, that he ſaid, unto the Son; Thy 
throne, O God, is for ever and ever; thor 
baſt loved righteouſneſs, — therefore God, 


even Thy God, hath anointed Thee, &c. ver. 8, 9. 


Then it was, that A Power was Given unto 


(1) In your Sermons Cp. 178, 179.) you moſt abſurdly iu- 
terpret God's highly exalting of Chriſt, in the ſame Senſe as Men 
in their Prayers Highly exalt God. | 

(2) Here alſo you moſt abſurdly (in your Sermons p. 180) 


ſo interpret this Phraſe (*xzpicars, Given him a Namez) as if it 


could ſignify extolling and magnifying, in ſuch a Senſe as Men 
extoll or magnify God, T3. * 
bin 


Qu. VI. Of the Unity of Cod. 
him in Heaven and in Earth, Mat. 28, 18. 
And that all things were put under bis Feet, 
To all this, “ Nothing (you ſay) is more 5. 56. 
« eaſy than to anſwer, that the Word was from 
| | © the Beginning Lord over all; but the God in 
% carnate, or God Man, was not ſo, "till after 
the Reſurrection. Then he Received in hat 
Capacity, what he had ever enjoyed in ano- 
ber.“ But This Diſtinction 1 no where 
find in Scripture. Our Lord mentions indeed 
the Glory which he had with the Father before 
the World was; and the Scripture declares, that 
y Him God made the Worlds, But when he 
' fays, All Power | Judicial Power] ig given un- 
% him in Heaven and in Earth: and that he %, 
Fatber judgeth no Man, but hath Committed, 23,29. 
all ꝓudgment to the Son; that all Men ſbould 
bonour the Son, even as they honour the Fa- 
ther e This giving him Authority to execute 
Judgment, is (he tells us) Becauſe he is the 
Son of. Man, He does not ſay, *tis given to 
Part of Him which is the Son of Man; but 
to Him, becauſe He is the Son of Man. I no 
where find (nor do you endeavour to ſhow 
me) in Scripture, any thing Given to or 
Received by Chriſt, or any thing aſcribed to 
him, but what 1s applyed to his whole Perſon, 
the Word made Fleſh, The Scripture does no 
where Avay Inos divide or diſtinguiſh him (as 
Cerinthus did) into more Perſons than One. 
The Senſe of the Similitude of Hermas which 
you cite, would have been very evident, if bs! Dn. 
| | * 


& 
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had ſhown your Reader the Author's own Ex. 


P. 99, 


_exprelsly, that by the Servant in That Simi. 


O the Unity of God. 
planation of it, Sed. 6. where he tells yon 
litude, he meant the Body or Fleſh, in which 


God placed | ypiricum Sanctum] the Holy Spi. 
rit, which (according to Him) was the Son. 


This Servant or Body, becauſe it was chaſte and 


obedient to the Spirit, and kept the Command. 


ments of God, he tells you, was made C5. 


Heir with the Son. I have ſet down Her mas; 
Words at length in the (1) Margin. Nova. 


tian in like manner, in the place you cite, ſays 


that the Word, the Son of God, deſcended from 
Heaven without Fleſh, that by having aſſumed 


Fleſh, he might aſcend thither The Son of Man, 


into That Glory which (being the Word) he poſ- 


ſeſſed before the World was. This is clearly 
the dum and true Senſe of that Latin paſſage 


of Novatian, which if you had rendred into 
Engliſh, you could no way have made it ſeem 
to be for your Purpoſe, without either ſo ex- 
preſting it as to make the Son of God One per- 
fon, and the Son of Man another; or ſuppo- 
ſing the Glory which Chriſt had before the 


(1) lum Spiritum Sanctum qui infaſus MSS. C. & 
Angl. creatus] eſt omnium primus, in corpore Hoc ergo 


Corpus, in quod deductus eſt Spiritus Sanctus, ſervivit illi Spi- 


ritui, rectè in modeſtia ambulans & caſte, neq; omninò macu- 
lavit Spiritum illum. Cùm igitur corpus illud paruiſſet, &c. 

—fatigatum Corpus illud, &c. — Advocavit ergo fili- 
um & nuncios bonos, ut & huic ſcilicet Corpori, quod ſervivit 


Spiritui Sancto ſine Querela, locus aliquis conſiſtendi daretur, 


ne videretur Mercedem ſervitutis ſuæ perdidiſle. | This was being 


filio cohæredem, Sect. 2.] Habes & hujus Similitudinis Expo- 


ſiticnem. Similit. 5. Sect. 6, P. 105, 106. Edit. Cor, 


World 


——m— 


Qu. VI. Of the Unity of Col. 
World was, to be the very ſame with That 
Authority and Power of Judgment, wherewith, 
the Scripture ſays, he was inveſted after and 
upon account of his Humiliation and Reſurrecti- 
on from the Dead. But whether the Opi- 
nion of theſe Authors be right, or not, in 
This particular; is of no importance to the 
main point in queſtion between us. | ſhall only 


| obſerve here by the way, that That Expreſ- 


ſion of Hermas, to be Co-Heir with the Son 


of God, Co-Heir with the Divine Nature, in 
your Senſe of the Phraſe, would be very ab- 


ſurd. As if the Divine Nature, or The One 
Supreme God, could in any ſenſe be Heir of 


any Thing. How much better is the Expreſ- 


ſion of St. Paul; Heirs of God, and Co-Heirs 


with Chriſt, Rom. 8, 17? | 
Io a ſpurious Paſſage you cite from Hippoly- >. 89. 


tus, I oppoſe a genuine one out of Jreneus; to 
ſhow you, that in his Opinion, an additional 
Power and Glory was given to the Word upon 
his Incarnation and Re ſurrection. (1) The 
Lamb that redeemed us with his Blood, 
* Received Power over all Things, when the 
Word was made Fleſh; that as the Word of 
God had Power in Heaven, ſo alſo he might 
„have Power in Earth, becauſe he was a juſt 
* Man;——and that he might alſo have Pow- 
Her over thoſe Things which are under the 


Earth, being made the Firſt-born from the 


cc Dead.” 


(r) Lib. 4. c. 37. See the place cited above, p. 95. 
SH QUERY 


2% Of the ORF, 


Qu ERY VII. 


Whether the Father's Omniſcience and Fterniy 
are not one and the ſame with the Sons; le. 


ing alike deſcribed, and in the ſame Phraſes 
See the Texts ORE) P. 222, 


Anſwo, |; Nowleds ge and Duration derinn 


from Another, however unlimited, 

P. 100. Are neither“ One and the ſame with Un. 

| derived: nor can they be in All Reſped 
© alike deſcribed, and in All © the ſame 

8 * Phraſes.” For, to be in Some Reſpetts 

* alike deſcribed, and in” Some of the f ſame 

by Phraſes , is common to Many things with Þ 3 

many things. This therefore is a Quibble, un. 4 

worthy indeed of a Scholar. 


This 1s a clear and diltinc Anſwer to your 
Query. But I obſerved further: 
Firſt, with regard to the Attribute of Ou. 
niſcience;ʒ that (whatever really be or be not the ä 
Abſolute Extent of the Son's Knowledge, yet) 
7. 59, & theſe Texts which you refer to, | Joh. 2, 24, 
200 - He knew all Men. 16, 30, Thou knoweſ! all 
things. Ads 1, 24, N pich knoweſt the Thoughts 
cf all Men ; ſuppoſing this Text to be meant 
of Chriſt, Rev. 2, 23, 27, 1 am He which 
A the Reins and Hearts : : And I will 
£7ve ; even as I received of my Father 
Which laſt words you ought not to have 
wholly omitted.] Theſe Texts, I ſaid, may 
very poſſibly be underſtood to mean only 
* That Relative Omniſcience communicated 
« to the Son from the Father, by he 
© KyOWS. 


Qu. VII. Of the Unity of God. 293 
« knows all things relating to the Crea- © i 
« tion and Government of the Univerſe” ? 
To This you reply: Were it not better P. 100. 
4 C27 ſay plainly, that he is not Omniſcient, than 
to ſpeak of a relative Omniſcience, which is 
« really no Ommiſcience? “ © 
Obſerve, I beſeech you, in what manner this 
Queſtion of yours treats the Scripture. When 
our Lord told his Apoltles that the Holy Ghoſt 
ſhould teach them All Things, and guide them 
into all Truth, Joh. 14, 26; and 16, 13: had he 
not better have ſaid, that he ſhould NOT teach 
them all Things, and NOT guide them into 
au Truth? And when St. 7% ſays, that Chri- 
ſtians know AI Things, 1 John. 2, 20; had he 
not better have ſaid, that they know NOT all 
Things? And when St. Paul ſaid, I can do All. 
Things, Philip. 4, 13; had he not better have 
ſaid, I CANNOT do all Things? And when 
our Saviour ſays, Of that Day and Hour knows. 'v8 
eth u Man, | Boes, no one, ] 20 not the un. l 
gels of Heaven, but my Father only, Mat. 24, 
36; neither the Son, but the Father, Mark. 13, 


32; Had he not better have ſaid, The Son 
Voth kuow it? But theſe Texts you ſay, are 
* plainly meant only of the humane Nature.” 
And will you indeed ſtand to it, that Human 
NATURE, or Any NATURE, can with 
any ſenſe be ſaid either to know or d% any 
thing? Or, when you fay, the Human N A- 8 
IURE of Chriſt ; do you mean his Human 1 
PERSON; which is directly the Doctrine 9 
of Ceriuthus, as is very largely ſet forth by 8 
Irexeus? How incomparably better 2 4 
m. 


P. 101. 
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Comment of Irenæus upon theſe Texts, cited Wl Iren- 

at large by Dr. Clarke in his Script. Dor, I“ bl 

on Mar. 13, 32. Which Paſſage of Irenæus, I“ o 

| you take great pains, in ſeveral Pages toge. “ b 
T. tor ther, to render confuſed and unintelligible, “ I 
Io all which, it will be an abundant Anſwer, I t. 


barely to repeat the Paſſage itſelf; with the I“ © 
Occaſion and Manner of its being introduced. 1“ I 
Premiſing This Obſervation only, that you WM * s 
_-_ aredireQly inconſiſtent with yourſelf, when 1“ 
P. x01. You tell us that the Text, © Mark 13, 32, it MW | 
OO ©*# Plainly meant only of the Human Nature,” | © | 
(though the Text ſpeaks not at all of a Na. I © 

. ture, but of a Perſon;) and yet that Irena, © 
P. 104 commenting upon That Text, “ 7s to be . 
4 Jerſiood of the Ab , in what he ſays” I pi 
P. 108. and that ©** what he ſaid, was meant of the | © 
| Ab =, or Divine Nature, as ſuch.” Now Þ| © 
The Occaſton of the Paſſage we are ſpeaking ÞÞ © 
of in Jrenæus, was this. The Guoſticks, and I © 
particularly the Valentiuians, had pretended I *© 
to a Knowledge Superior to any of the Apo- 
ſtles; and that they underſtood all the deepeſt 
and unrevealed Myſteries of God; and could 
even explain the Manner of the (1) Genera- 
tion of the Word or Son of God. To take 
down this proud Conceit of their Knowledge, 


—_ wy _ we —-— 


«© a nd ws 


(1) Propheta quidem ait de eo, Generationem ejus quis enar- 
rabit ? (Iſ. 53, 8.) Vos autem Generationem ejus ex patre di- 
vinantes, & verbi Hominum per linguam factam prolationem 
transferentes in verbum Dei, juſte detegimini à vobis ipfis, 
quod neq; kumana nec divina noveritis. 416. 2. c. 48. | 


Trengits 
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lrenæus thus argues: (1) © Being unreaſona- 
«* bly puffed up, Te preſumptuouſly take up- 
* on you to ſay that you know the unuttera- 


Lord, the Son of God himſelf, confeſſed that 
the Father alone knew the Day and Hour 
© of judgment; expreſsly affirming, Of that 


Son, but the Father only. If therefore the 


« ledge of That Day to the Father, but ſaid 
© What was true; then ſurely neither ſhould 


« Soy Was not aſhamed to refer the Know- 


239 
„ble Myſteries of God; when even (2) our 


Day and Hour knoweth no one, neither the 


% Webe aſhamed to reſerve to God ſuch Que- 


© (tions as are far above us: For no one is above 
| © bis Maſter.” A little after, He thus (3) 
proceeds: As to the Cauſe of the Nature 


| © [the Evil nature] of thoſe [ Aagels] which 


6 tranſgreſſed ; neither has the Scripture any 
* where recorded ir, nor any of the Apoſtles 
| © told it, nor our Lord taught it. Therefore 
| © we Oupht to leave the Knowledge of This 


(1) Irrationablliter autem inflati, audaciter inenarrabilia dei my- 


ſteria ſcire vos dicitis: quandoquidem & Dominus, ipſe filius dei, 


ipſum judicii Diem & horam conceſſit ſcire ſolum patrem; ma- 
nifeſte dicens, De die autem illa ex hora nemo 9 neq; filius, 
nil pater Solus. Si igitur ſcientiam diei illius filius non erubuit 
referre ad patrem, ſed dixit quod verum eſt; neq; nos eru- 
beſcamus, quæ ſunt in quæſtionibus majora ſecundum nos, re- 
ſervare deo. Nemo enim ſuper magiſtrum eft. ibid. 

2) Upon theſe Words of Irenæus, Eraſmus ſays: Videtur ſen- 
tire quod ſolus Pater ſciverit diem & horam, ignorante filio. 
Prolegom. in Iren. P. 17. And the Learned Biſhop Bull: Fateor 
verba primo intuitu videri filio dei, etiam qua maxime proprie 
Dei filius eſt, Ignorantiam tribuere. Defen/. F. N. Pag. 82. 

(3) Ipſam autem Cauſam nature tranſgredientium, neq; 

criptura aliqua retulit, nec Apoſtolus dixit, nec dominus do- 
cuit. Dimittere itaq; oportet agnitionem hanc deo, quemad- 
modum Dominus horæ & diei. lib. 2, c. 49. 

| CE &« alſo 
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This Paſſage, which gives further Light into 


are now conſidering: (1) If any one en- 
C. 


<c 
. | cc 


cedamus Deo. ibid. 


Of the Unity of God. 
* alſo to God, as Our Lord did the Know. 
„ ledge of the Hour and Day of Judgment” 


the Writer's Senſe, you have wholly omitted, 
After This, he concludes with the Paſlage we 


quires into the Reaſon why the Father, who 
„ communicates (2) in all things to the Son,; 
* yet by our Lord expreſsly declared to know 
ALONE That Day and Hour: he wil a 
not at preſent find any fitter, or more de-. 1 |} 
cent, or indeed any Other Safe Anſwer but! 
This, that ſince our Lord is the only 
Teacher of Truth,” | You add, © and miſt Þ 
* mean ſomet hing by it: You had much bet. 
ter have added with Irenæus himſelf, dixit Þ 
quod verum ef}, c. 48. he ſaid what was 
true „“ we may learn of Him, that the Fa- 
ther is above all: For the Father (faith he) 
& 75 Greater than I, The Father therefore 
is here declared by our Lord himſelf, to be 
“ Sußeriour in Knowledge alſo; to the end 


cc 


* 


CC 


(1) Si quis exquirat cauſam, propter quam in omnibus pa- 
ter communicans filio, Solus ſcire horam & diem à domino ma- 
nifeſtatus eſt; neq; aptabilem magis, neq; decentiorem, nec li- 


ne periculo alteram quam hanc inveniet n præſenti (quonlam 
enim ſolus verax magiſter eſt dominus,) ut diſcamus per ipſum, 


ſuper omnia eſſe patrem ; etenim pater, ait, major me eff: E 
ſecundum Agnitionem itaq; præpoſitus eſſe pater annunciatus el 
a domino noſtro ad hoc, ut & nos, in quantum in figura hu- 
jus mundi ſumus, perfectam Scientiam & tales quæſtiones con- 
2) Your Note upon Theſe words, is very pleaſant. The 
Father (you lay) communicates in all things with the Son 
© And CONSEQUENTLY in all Knowledge, and particu | 


& larly in that of the Day of Judgment,” the thing particular | 
EXCEPTED in this very Sentence. 


« that 
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- © that, while we are in this World, we may 

"Wl flearn to acknowledge God only to have 

0 © perfect Knowledge, and leave ſuch Queſti- 

d. „ ons to Him.” — 3 
e "Twas candid in you to obſerve, that P. 106. 
n. Dr. Clarke in his Tranſlation of this Paſſage in 

i his Firſt Edition, “ ſlipt over theſe words? 

> [quoniam enim ſolus verax Magiſter eſt Do- 
minus] © by inadvertency.“ But you ought. 

WY alfo to have taken notice, that in his Second 

e Edition, which you had ſeen and compared, 

ut That Errour was already amended. 5 


. You obſerve further. © IJrenæus does not p. 107. 
ft as (cur Pater ſolus ſcivit,) why the Fa- 

. © ther only knew ; but why, or on what Ac- 

„ count, (ſolus ſcire maniteſtatus eſt) he was 

U | © Repreſented as alone knowing.” But This 

i- | Obſervation is directly a Deceiving of your 
Reader. For the words, manife/atus eff, 

e do not ſignify, was Repreſented as; but, was 

e expreſoly declared &c. 1 3 

d You add: And, for the greater Caution, wid 


« it is not ſaid abſolutely, (præpoſitus eſt) he 
has the Preference; but, (præpoſitus eſſe an- 
L * nuntiatus eſt,) be is Declared to have the 


I „Preference TI anſwer : Either This is a 
7 Diſtinction wholly without a. Difference; 
or, if there be Any difference, the words 
* 


4 (annunciatus eſt) zs Declared, make the 
Aſſertion to be more (not Jeſs) abſolute and 

F ſtrong. 

- | The Paſſages you refer to out of Origen, P. rr. 

may by the Reader be compared with the 

t | N | fol- 


4 
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following Paſſage. The (1) inquiſitive 
** Reader (ſays he) may ask, whether the 
* Father knows himſelf, as he is known by 
« the Son. And finding that it is written, 
« The Father which ſent me, is Greater than]; 
* he will be perſwaded this is in all Reſpeds 
true; fo as to ſay that the Father is Greater 
than the Son even in Kzowleage alſo, be- 
ing more perfectly and clearly known by 
himſelf than by the Son.” Agreeably to 
which manner of ſpeaking, he elſewhere ſays, 


A 


Land 


0 
C 


* 


CC 
Cc 


A 


upon thoſe words of the Apoſtle, Thzs ig the 


true Light : (2) For the fame Reaſon as 
* God, the Father of him who is the Truth, 


is a Szferiour and Greater Truth; and 


ce 


cc 


« ing the True Light,” 


Incidentally mentioning the Sabellian Con- 


troverſy; Ihe Diſpute. (you ſay) was, he- 


ther Father and Sou were one and the ſame 
« Hypoſtaſis or Perſon.“ Which is greatly 
abuſing your Reader, For you well know, 


(1) Curioſus Lector inquirat, utrum a ſemetipſo cognoſca- 
tur pater, quomodo cognoſcitur à filio. Scienſq; illud quod 
ſcriptum eſt, pater, qu miſit me, major me eft ; in omnibus ve- 
rum eſſe contendet, ut dicat & in Cognitione filio patrem eſſe 
Majorem, dum perfectiùs & purius a ſemetipſo cognoſcitur quam 


2 Filio. lib. 4. a e. 2px. apud Hieronym. in Epiſt. ad Avit. c.4. 


Atq; id effe cauſe, quare filium a patre comprehendi, patrem 


vero a filio neutiquam comprehendi poſſe opinatus fit, ait 
Huronywns, oo oO ON VV 

85 2) *Q 5 Azye 0 TeThp Ts nbi $805 T A460 £54 uc. prin 
& bet, x 0 FeTYp wy TPicds xe wy £56 N ar ipao 1 , TE74 
Lipixe 75 th 06; αν¹Dον . Comment. in Joh, P. 70, 


the 


e the Father of him who is Wiſdom, is Grea- 
ter and more Excellent than Wiſdom ; for 
the ſame reaſon he excells him alſo in be- 


Qu. VII. Of the Unity of God. 

the Greek word hyp9/lafis, never ſignified in 
thoſe days, Perſon, but ſingle or individual 
| identical Subſtance And that the Sabellian 


Notion was, that Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 
were uiz unoraos Teregownos, one ſingle or 


individual identical Subſtance under three per- 
ſonal Diſtinctions. See Cudworth, p. 602, &c. 


And Euſeb. adv. Marcellum, throughout. And 


thus much concerning the Attribute of Om- 

—F: _ | 
Secondly; with regard to the Attribute of 
Eternity. The Duration of the Son, (how un- 
limited ſoever; which has no relation to the 
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True and Only point in queſtion, viz. Supre. 


macy of eAuthority ;) tis evident, cannot be 


( alike deſcribed, and in [All] the ſame 
* © Phraſes;” becauſe the Father's Exiſtence and 
Duration is 2noriginatè and wnderived, the 
Son's originated and derived. This impor- 
tant Difference there will always be, that 


P, 100, 


the Father has his Being and all his Attri- 


butes from None, the Son receives every Thing 
from the Father, And if the Texts you reter 
to, be conſidered with Any Care, there is a 

manifeſt Difference in the manner of the Ap- 
plication of them to the Father and to the 
Son. The Son is, the Firſt aud the laſt, who 
liveth and was dead, Rev. 1; 17, 18: The Fa- 
ther, (ver. 8,) is the Beginning and the Ending, 
which is, and which was, aud Which is to come, 


the eAlmighty, [5 (1) Tarozexree, Supreme 


over all.] The Son is Alpha and Omega, the 


(t) See below, on Query XXVII, towards the End. 


P. 113. 


K-72 - Firſt 
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Firſt and the Laſt, he that liveth and was 


0 dead, Rev. 1; 11, 17, 18: The Firſt and the 


Laſt, which was Dead and is Alive, Rev. 2, 8 
The Author and Finiſher of our Faith, Heb. 12, 
2: The Father is Alpha and Omega abſolutely; 


| The 'Firſt Cauſe, 485 8 Ta TdyTA., Of Or From 


P. 113. 


whom are all things, 1 Cor. 8, 6; and the Laſt 
End, to whoſe Glory All things altimately ter. 
minate. JJ eo DO ett Ds SEO $A 

When therefore you tell me, that © zhe 
„ Proof of the Sous Eternity,” [meaning al. 


ways ſuch a neceſſary and independent Eter- 


nit), as is the Foundation of an Equal Supre- 


macy with the Father; for otherwiſe we have 


No Diſpute upon This Head * © ſtands upon 


other Attributes of God; And 'tis not the part 


* the ſame Foot in Scripture with the Proof of n 


the Father's, and is expreſſed in as ſtrong 
* Words :> I anſwer ; It neither “ fangs ub. 
on the ſame Foot,” nor © is expreſſed in as 


& ſtrong words,” And if it had been expreſ- 
ſed in the ſame Words, yet it would not have 
ſtood upon the ſame Foot: Becauke the ſtrong- 
eſt words (Eternal, Everlaſting, and the like,) 
being frequently applied to different things, 
*tis evident they always receive the Strength 


of their Signification, not from their own in- 


trinſick Notation, but from the Natare of the 


Subject to which they are applied. 


To This, you reply: “Ihen we muſt con. 
ce tentedly go away, without any Scripture- 
« Proof of the Eternity of the Father.” I an- 
{wer : Our Reaſon infallibly aſſures us, as of 
the Being and Veracity, fo of the Eternity and 


of 


Qu. VII. Of the Unity of God. 245 

of Revelation to prove theſe things, but it 

e always neceſſarily preſuppoſes them, and al- 
Ways ſpeaks of them as preſuppoſed. 


„ Tour Reply to This, is very extraordinary, oF 
3 « I do not at preſent apprehend, how, upon P. 116. 
W Jour Principles, you will be able to make 
t « Any compleat demonſiration of the Eternity 

. « of the Father, It would be ridiculons to 

« talk of proving from Reaſon only, without 

4 « Revelation, that thePerſon whom we call the 


cc Father, the God of Jews and Chriſtians, 175 
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( the Eternal God.” And you defire me to P. 15. 

e make out” my © Demonſiration.” IT would 

e willingly gratify you in any reaſonable Thing; 

But 'tis hard you ſhould deſire me to make 

f my ſelf ridiculous, by a ſerious Attempt to 

$ Þ Demonſtrate what is Self-evident to every 

l Man's common Senſe and Underſtanding. So 

d that I hardly know, whether to take what 

- © you propoſe, for ſober Reaſoning, or for Banter. 

e Revelation always pre. ſuppoſes the Truth of 
natural Religion; of the Being, the Veracity, 

) and other Attributes of God: And *tis indeed i 
„ ridiculous in all Reſpects, to pretend to De- ö 0 
) monſtrate theſe Principles from Revelation. 1 
| There is no way then, but by Reaſon, to De- 9 
p 


monſtrate the Exiſtence of an eternal God. 
And This, you grant, I can demonſtrate ; And 
fo you yourſelf reſolve your own Difficulty. P. 116. 
. For is not the Eternal God, whoſe Exiſtence 
; (you allow) 7s demonſtrable by Reaſon; is 
f not He The One God and Father (or Original 
1Cauſe) of all? And is not This Perſon neceſ- 
f larily The One Supreme God, the God of Fews 
Oe R 3 2nd 


_ . 
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and Chriſt iuns and of all the World abſoluteh), 


whatever other Perſons may or may not be 


Revealed to have the Stile and Title of God, 


P. 116. 


and to have received from Him Dominion 
over Us? The One Supreme Object of Wor. 


ſhip, is by our Reaſon therefore infallibly ſe- 


cured. But what you intend, is; that 1 
cannot demonſtrate by Reaſon, upon My Prin- 


ciples, that the particular Perſon, ſpoken of 


under the Name of God eAlmighty, Creator of 
Heaven and Earth, in the Old and New Te- 
ſtament, is the Eternal God. And can an 


thing be more ridiculous than This Object ion? 


For what is more evident, than that the Fa. 
ther of All, the Father (or Firſt Cauſe) Of 
(or From) whom are all things, could not 


have exiſted at all, if he had not been (in 


the ſtrict metaphyſical Senſe) Eternal; ne- 
ceſlarily, eſſentially, and independently Eter- 
nal? e gs 


But to proceed. I alledged, (not as arguing 


againſt the Eternity of the Son, which is not 


the Point in queſtion ; but to ſhow the 


Weakneſs of the Arguments by which you 


would prove him to have an izdependent Eter- 
nit) and Equal Supremacy wich the Father ;) 


chat the Ofice and Character of Chriſt, rela- 
tive to Us, did not in itſelf zeceſſarily pre- 
ſuppoſe the Eternit) of his Exiſtence; and 
that mere eternal paſt Duration, did not of it- 


ſelf neceſſarily imply all Other Perfe&ions. 


To this, you reply: How you come to take 


for granted a Thing which you know nothing 


of, aud wiich it is impoſſible for you or any 
N. ER OT "ol at 


* 


e ee 
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alan elſe to prove, I know not, —It is the p. 118. 
| « Height of Preſumption to pronounce, that | 
% Any Power leſs than infinite, might be equal 

| « to the Work of Redemption.” This is to tell 

— me, that it is more than I know, or than any 


Man can prove, that an eternal Duration is 
not in itſelf zeceſſary for the Execution of an 
Office commencing in Time. Belides: You 
here confound inte Duration, and infinite 
Power, as if they were One and the ſame 
thing: Whereas [n/imity of Powers is not a 
Conſequence of eternal Duration, but of Un- 
derived, Unoriginate Seif-exiſtent Duration. 
Mere Duration does not of itſelf alter the 
Nature of Things, or give Perfecons to any 
Thing. If Matter was eternal, yet till it 
would be only Matter: Or if Angels or Men 
were eternal, they would {till be #zite in 
their Powers, and vill continue to be ſo 
to all Eternit). Theſe things are all ſo plain 
and evident, that I cannot think it mmpoſſible 
to know them, or Pr eſumption ro define them. 
What preciſe Powers or Perfections are com- 
menſurate to the Work of Man', Redemption, 
I never preſumed to know, nor is it needful to 
pronounce, And therefore you ought not to 
inſinuate ſuch wrong and unjuſt Things to 
your Reader: But the Learned Euſebius gives 
it for the clear Senſe of the whole antient 
Church, (and I think it indiſputably plain in 
the Reaſon of Things,) that a Mediator can- 
not be himſelf The Oue Supreme God. Upon 
the Words of the Apoſtle, 4 Mediator is not 
| R 4 a Me- 


„„ WO OS Wn” RO. 5" 


«a 
_ — 322 N — al . ” — a4 C* —— > 1 
” 7 — 2 nes - py -4 — — — I 22 o > dem na 3 222 ; 2 r ” N * WE) 
2 — PEE » OAT WT er 9 Ty rr, — 6 - 2 p 3 | — DIE 5 — —— — — ————— — — — — — — — _ _ 7 So Loo or 
3 © - * - 4 — o bs 7 . TS -, = " 8 _ * = 
_— 43 » — — — — —— — ——— ͤ— — — = - — 3 =_ 1 X _ rn rer Fe CY Tn io EH a _ SE” > a. —— . —— "oy ob » a X 
—— «Ts — 2 * — - = o — — — 2 — —— — — — — » +. =] —— — 2 — y* * — 8 ” 2 * en 2 II EE -— . —— — 233 92 
2 = a — = —— a 0 — mop” Fae ood * we — a9 = =y . * — — — — — v 4 — ' > a. CL 8 = wil » r MAL 8 39 — 2 _—_ 
== — i : \ - _— N . 7 2 23 . I 1 — 
25 — 8 « — 4 *. . - A 
p 0 2 ey 4 — 5 E bh, . CS « — r — 


hs 
—]—j— — OS — Ke 
— —_ - 2 — . — 


_ __, 
% — 


248 


© 75 not of One. 
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a Mediator of One, but God is one, Gal. 3, 20, 


he thus argues: G | Sox Wherefore God can. 


£c 


7 


not be a Mediator; For, between whoy 
ſhould he be a Mediator ? Neither can the 
& Mediator be God himſelf; For 4 Mediator 
-And 2 Mediator is not 
« of One, becauſe it is abſurd that a Media- 


tor ſhould be of One Party, but he muſt ne. 


40 ceſſarily be a Middle betwixt two, being 


& himfelr Neither of Thoſe between whom 


c he is the Mediator. Wherefore we muſt not 


- 'CC 


e think that he is either The Supreme God, or 
4 one of the eAxgels; but a Middle and Me- 
diator between them. — Again, when we 


CC- 


« conſider he is the Mediator betwixt God 


„ and Menu; being a Middle between the 
Two, he is Neitver of them, being Media- 

tor; and conſequently himſelf neither The 
One only God, nor yet a Man like the reſt 


c 


© of Men.” What we are to inter from the 


Diſpenſation of Chriſt's redeeming us, in re- 
lation to the Honour and Worſhip due to him 


on That Account; may beſt be judged from 
the Forms of Wor {hip fo diſtinctly ſet 
down 1n the e ; FORO 0h. 1; 5, 
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6, and 


6 pokes reg Jen 0450 4 bs Ab geog. Contr. Marcell. lib. 1. 


Qu. VII. Of the Unity of Cod. 
| 6, and ch. 5; 9, 10, 12, 13. and from what 
St. Paul ſays, Philip. 2; 6, 7, 8, 9, 10, 11. 
But This will be diſtinctly conſidered below, 
Quer) XVI and XVIII. 

After amuſing yourſelf about the word, 


Paſt, which I put in only to avoid Ambiguit); 


the Queſtion being, not about future, but 


Paſ} eternity: You endeavour to retort my | 
Argument upon me in the following manner. 


« By Parity of Reaſon we may argue, that the p. 


« Office of God the Father commencing at the 
« Creation, viz, the Office of preſerving 
« and governing the World, has no Rela- 
tion to the Time paſt.” | 
* Preſervation and Government of the World, 
conſidered barely in itſelf as ſuch, has certain- 
| ly 20 Relation to Time antecedent to the 
Creation. The Demonſtration of the abſolute 
Infinity and Eternity of the Agent, does not 
ariſe zmed:ately from the conſideration of the 
finite and temporary Work of Creation Alone; 
but 1t 15 collected by reaſoning from the Things 
which exiſt, to a Firſt and Supreme Cauſe ; 


J anſwer: The 


From the Conſideration of whoſe Nature, 


Eternity and Infinity are demonſtrated to be 
neceſſarily Attributes of it. All the Powers 
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and Perfections of the Oue God and Fat her of 
all, appear, (not barely and immediately 
from the Act of Creating, but from the con- 
ſideration of the Nature of a Firſt Cauſe,) to 


have a zeceſſary Relation to Eternity and In- 


init). For, 'tis evident, nothing could ever 


have been created at all, without the neceſ- 
gary preſuppoſition of a Fir/t N 
VV an 
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of the Unity if Cod. 


and Therefore zeceſſarily eternal and inſtnite 
Agent. Tis evident, God could not be at all 
or act at all, unleſs he was Eternal. His Ex. 
ifence therefore and all his Powers, (for, to 


ſay that the Supreme God has an Office, is 


very improper ;) have, not from the mere 


- Conſideration of Things external, but from 


their own Natare, a neceſſary Relation to be- 


ginningleſs Time paſt „ becauſe, without That 


P. 119. 


ſuppoſition, they could never have exiſted at 
all. This Argument, 'tis manifeſt, cannot 
* Parity of Reaſon” be applied to any 


Other Agent ; whatever Other Grounds there 


may be, to ſuppoſe That Other Agent E- 
ternal, _ 


ov ERY VIII. 


Whether Eternity does not imply neceſſary Ex- 


. 121. 


iſtence of the Son; which 1s inconſiſtent with 


the Doctor Scheme i ? And whether the 


Doctor hath not made an eluſive equivoca- 
ting eAnſwer to the Objection, ſince the 
Son may be a neceſſary Emanation from the 
Father, by the Will and Power of the Fa- 


ther, without any Contradiction ? Will 1. 


oae thing, and Arbitrary Will another. 


Anſw. | Ternal Generation does not in the 
Nature of the Thing, (and in the 


crit and inctaphyſical Senſe of neceſſity, which 


is what you are here ſpeaking of) « ;mply ne- 


_ ceſſary ) 
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« ceſſary Exiſtezce * of the Perſon generated, 


but is indeed effentially contradictory to it; 
Becauſe Generation 1s an ACT; And no Act, 
whether Temporary or Eternal, can, without 
an expreſs contradiction, be Neceſſary, Eſſen- 
tially, all Action ſprings from the Will only; 


and 'tis That, and That o, which makes 


an Action to be an Action. Whatever ſprings 
not from the Mill of the Agent, is not an 
Action, but merely a Mode of Exiſtence, Om- 
nipreſence, Omniſcience, Self: complacency, and 
the like, (which Scholaſtick Writers abſurd- 
ly call Natural Acts in oppoſition to Volun— 
tar) z) are not at all CTS of God, but 
Modes of Perfection of Exiſtence. If there- 
fore by Neceſſity you here mean, (as your 
Argument requires, not That kind of neceſ- 
ſity by which God always and unalterably 
Wills to eACT agreeably to the Perfettions 


of his Nature, but That phyſical neceſſity by 


which God himſelf exiſts, which is eſſentially 
excluſive of all eACT of the divine Will, ei- 
ther temporary or eternal; you in reality de- 


u the Sos being at all generated of the 
Father. ED 


A neceſſary Emanation from the Father, 
* By the Will and Power of the Father,” is 
an expreſs contradiction : Becauſe all opera- 


tion either of Will or Power, is eſſentially 


PF: 117. 


P. I2I. 


inconſiſtent with Neceſſity. See a Book in- 


tituled, eA Modeſt Plea, p. 173 and 267; 
and Modeſt Plea continued, p. 16. And here 
tis very remarkable, that you have not been 

| e able 
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5 able to produce fo much as ONE ſingle Paſlan 


„ 2. 


the Son is affirmed to have emaned or been 


ture. When the Son's Generation is illuſtn. 


being, tis NEVER affirmed or ſuppoſed to be, 


—— eluſive and equivocating.” For if by „Ax. f YN 
* bitrary Will” you mean a precarious, uncer- 4 


07 Eternity and 
out of any One Ante-Nicene Writer, wherein 


emitted from the Father by Neceſſity of N. 


ted by the Similitude of One Fire lighting Am. 
ther, or the Sun's ſending forth Rays of Light: U 
the natural Neceſſity by which theſe things are 

performed, is OF TEN expreſily excepted from 


the Point wherein the Similitude lies. See 
Dr. Clarke's Scrip. Doctr. Part II. & 17. 

Your diſtinction between Will” and © Ax. 
« bitra/y Will,” is indeed moſt ridiculouf] 


certain, unſteady, mutable Will; this is not 
the Will we are here ſpeaking of. But if by F 
« Arbitrary Will” you mean, as your Argu- 

ment requires, free Will, in oppoſition to mere 


neceſſary Modes of Exiſtence ; then there is no 


p £ 121. 


. 


other difference between Will and Arbitrary 


Mill, but that the One is an Engliſh word, and 


the Other a Latin word, ex 
ſame thing. 


prefiing one and the | 


In your Defenſe of this Query, you alledge 
that Neceſſary Exiſtence and Selfrexiſtencè ar? 
c“ not the ſame; — are not the ſame Idea.“ 
I anfwer : They are preciſely the ſame Idea; 
becauſe S-. Exiſtencè never ſignifies a thing's 


bringing itſelf into Being, but merely its exiſt- 


ing by abſolute Neceſſity of Nature, indepen- 


dently 


ge 
l 


en 


Qu. VIII. Neceſſary Exifence. 
dently on any other Cauſe. If God is Self- 
exiſtent or Unoriginate, ſo likewiſe is his Rea- 
ſon, Knowledge, Power, and whatever elſe eſ- 
ſentially belongs to him. Whatever neceſſa- 


* 
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zily and eſſentially, that is, excluſively of all 


ACT of the Will, belongs to That which is 
Self-exiſtent, is itſelf equally Self exiſtent and 
Unoriginate. If the Sun were Self-exiſtent, ſo 
alſo would be its Rays. It a Tree was Self 
exiſtent, ſo likewiſe were its Branches. For 


when we ſay in vulgar Speech, that one thing 


is produced neceſſarily from another; it is not 
indeed, truly and ſtrictly ſpeaking, produced 


from it at all; but it is itfelf That very ſame 
thing, only partially conſidered. Derivation, 


Cauſality, Origination, Generation, and the like, 


are, in This caſe, nothing but mere figurative 
and improper Expreſſions. 3 
But Ariftorle (you ſay) and the later Pla- 
e roniſts ſuppoſed the World and all the infe- 
* riour Gods to proceed, by way of Emanation, 
„ without any temporary Production, from a 


P. 122, 


3 Superiour Cauſe : That is, they believed them 


« ro be Neceſſary, but not Self-exiſtent.” I 


anſwer : They who ſuppoſed the World to be 


Neceſſary, did as really make it Self exiſtent, 


as the Reaſon, Knowledge, or Power of God, or 
whatever elſe Neceſſarily belongs to him, is 
really Self exiſtent, And therefore Dr. Cud- 


worth juſtly charges Ariſtotle, with making the 


World Ingenerate or Self-exiſient, But the 
Platoniſts, though they thought the World 4 
7 e 


| P. 123. | 


. 


preſent the Senſe, Eternity A ND neceſſary : 


& Exiſtence; |] is not the ſame with being 


P. I24, 
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be Eternal, yet (1) they expreſsly affirmed i 5 
to be fo by the Will of God, and not by N. 
ceſſity. Nor did they ever think that the 


Father's is an underived and independent Eter-] ©? 


O Fiernity and 


World, or the Souls of Men, or their General qu 


ted Geds, which they believed to be Eterna ſve" 


were therefore conſequently Equal in any agree 
ſenſe to the Supreme Selfgexiſtent God. Alex 
You charge me with ſuppoſing © an wnlinj. | mak: 
© ted and a limited Eternity; which is in rea. 


« lity an Eternity and no Eternity” I anſwer: l 
The Eternity of the Son, how real ſoever, yet F Gy 
60. 


can only be a derived Eternity; whereas the Þ 


nity. This Diſtinction is obſerved by Alex- F 
ander of Alexandria. Oure To at TAvTY £71 To | 
e ẽ,jjw. © Eternity, or having Always been,” 
not, as you moſt wrongfully and deceitfully re- 


Unbegotten or Self-exiſient.” Which Pal- F 
ſage is very pertinent and expreſs, to the Pur- | 
poſe for which Dr. Clarke cited it; and not 
(as you pretend) © directly againſt Himſelf, 
<« againſt his leading Principle, viz. that the 
“ Yon cannot be ſirily and eſſentially God, unleſs 
he be Self-exiſtent or unoriginate in ever) 
« Senſe,” For Dr. Clarke's Principle, is not 
what you here repreſent it: But This; that the 
Son cannot be ſtriftly and eſſentially God in 
That Senſe, in which the Father is eminently 


fo ſtiled; (© inthe ſame Senſe, and in as high 


(1) See Dr. Clarke's Sermons at Mr. Boyles Lecture. Vol. I: 
Prop. 3. near the End. | | 
2 | *« 2 Senſe 


Qu. VIII. Neceſſary Exiſtence. 255 
4 Senſe, as the Father himſelf 3s ſo filed,” p. 51. 
„ (chich is Tour Aſſertion;) unleſs be be Self- 
e exiſtent or unoriginate in every Senſe, Which 
ss quite a different Propoſition: A Propoſition, 
herein Alexander of Alexandria perfectly 
agrees with the Doctor. For, moſt evidently, 
Alexander does not here oppoſe (as you would 
. make your Reader delieve) Neceſſary exiſtence 
2. to SeHexiſtence, but a Derived Eternity to a 
r. Neceſſary or Self-exiſtent Eternity, 
In order to expreſs the Notion of the word, : 
God, in the Higheſt Senſe; you alledge, that ). 125. 
to the word, © God,” and © truly,” and © real 
„ Hh, and © by Nature,” you © Can add no 
more but eternally and ſubſtantially God.“ 
» þ7 Tanſwer : Nay ; but to expreſs the Notion of 
the word, God, © in the ſame Senſe, and in P. 57- 
des High à Senſe, as the Father himſelf is ſo 
# © fiiled;” you Onght, and Could, and Could 
et but have further added, © independently, 
Þ|Þ © wunoriginately, and Of Himſelf God, even the 
Firſt Cauſe, of whom are all things.” And 
then you would have ſeen, how ſtrongly your 
| own words retort upon your ſelf: “To what V. 125. 
* purpoſe is all this” omitted? © Might you 
not better ſay plainly, that the Son” (ac- 
cording to your Notion) “ is not God?“ | 
From hence for ſeveral Pages together, you P. 126, — 
have nothing but a confuſed and cloudy Inlarge- '5* 
nent upon a Childiſh Quibble of St. Auſtin's : 
The Weakneſs of which, Dr. Clarke had clear- 


ly and fully ſhown in a Few Lines. In P. 491— 


reply to whom, you in four Pages of your? 
„ TE Ap- 
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256 Of Eternity and 
Appendix, only repeat the ſame Quibble again 
without attempting to anſwer his Reaſoning, | 

As if Arguments of Reaſon were to be confuted i tte 

by mere playing upon Words Which is dired. den 

ly affronting the Underſtanding of your Rex N w 

ders. The Caſe, in few words, 1s clearly WI 

This. It had been affirined by Antient and _ / 

| confeſſedly Orthodox Writers, | See Dr. Clarke's | 
Þ Script. Do&. Part II. F 17. that the Father 
= begat the Son, not [xaTe Tz quows U,) 
Argo TS, r M Ponng 4 Neis, 4 Ne 
ceſſitate Nature, or naturali lege cagente,] by 
Neceſſity of Nature ; but ¶ ard SDH EDM 
Je) che, Hel, xT,\ eYI@LNV XL N Codigeo 17 N 5 2 
quando ipſe voluit, and, Voluntate magnitudini: I © 
Patris,] By his Power and Will. In anſwer t 
io thele expreſſions, you reply out of St. 4. 4 
* : tin, that (by Neceſſity of Nature) and (by the | 
i Power and Will of the Father) are very con- | 
| 
| 


ſiſtent things. How ſo? Why, God the Fa- 
ther bimſelf exiſts by Neceſſity of Nature; And 
yet at the ſame time *tis true alſo that he ex- 
0 — how ? Does be exiſt [3 ew, G 
Hel, Jura phe 1 fn N argoalgecu e 
Voluntate magnitudinis ſuæ, and quando ip- 
ſe voluit,] B, any Act of his own Counſel, 
Power, and Will 2 No: This is manifeſtly 
abſurd : But he exiſts, you ſay | volens,] with 
his own Approbation, Very true: But That's 
quite another thing from what all the fore-men- 
tioned Expreſſions neceſſarily ſignify, and there- 
fore is nothing to your Purpoſe. 


Obſerve 


Qu. VIII. Neceſſary Exiſtence. 257 


Obſerve alſo, that the Antient Writers not 


only firm that the Son was begotten {Folun- 


tate] By the Will of the Father: but moreover 

deny that 1t was C Puoiny | by Neceſſity of 
Nature, What Reply make you to This? 

Why, 1 * denied (it ſeems) only ſuch à P. 128. 
* ſuppoſed Neceſſity, as might be Againſt and a 

* Force upon the Father's Will” an © Out-?ref. to 


8 F. c "ONE Sermo 
0 ward Coaction. Force, or Com ul 10N a» And 5 
7 7 7 


Dr. Clarke [ Script. Doctr. Part II, F. 17, Page Defenſe, . 


252, Edit. 2d,) d manifeſtly perverts the Senſe b di. 

« of the Council of Sirmium and of Hilary*s? ; 

* Comment upon it, by miſtranſlating them; 

putting, Without bis Will, inſtead: of, Againſt 

* his Will.” Now do you really believe that 

the Perſons cenſured by the Council of Sirmi- 

um, or any Others, ever were ſo ſtupidly ſenſe- 

leſs, as to think any thing that is Neceſſary, 

[azyz von] to. be therefore Againſt the 

Will of God, as well as Without it? Is God 

Omnipreſent by Outward Coaction, or Againſt 

his Will, becauſe nor By it? Or is not he 

Omnipreſent [von Mi] by Neceſſaty of 

Nature 2 No, you ſay; © The Fathers, pry. 0 

* by | quoncy ayayxy and Quo; u Ne- Sermons, 

* ceſſity of Nature, underſtood Outward Co-" © 

action, Force or Compulſion.” The direct | 

contrary is evidently true: Neceſſity of Na- 

[ure [@uorcy d and pot b always 

and neceſſarily ſignifies Internal Neceſſity, in 

oppoſition to Outward Coaftion : Beciule it is 

2 manifeſt contradiction for Outward CoaFion 

to be in the Nature of any thing; and 2 
| _ cauſe 
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cauſe Coadlion or Compulſion never ſignifies Ne. 


/ Of Eternity and 


cefſity at all, but only in a figurative Senſe, the 


Violence by which a Free Agent is (as it were) 


forced to do ſomething by an Act of his own 


Will, againſt his Inclination. Your Criticiſms 


therefore upon This Head, are all of them 


highly abſurd, And Dr. Clarke's Tranſlation 


of the words of the Council of Sirmium and 
of Hilary, [ws d tow, and, - invito ſe,] is 
demonſtrably right, from the oppoſition made 


in the ſame Sentences between eCa1Jy on the 


one (ide, and d ayayuys Puoixſs &yIJ«s, and, 
neceſ. tas gignendi, Naturali lege cogente, on the 


Neceſſity of Nature, is, not by Outward Co- 


action or Againſt the Will, but only Vithout | 
or Not By the Will of God. It arifes al- 
ways, not from his Will, but from his 


Exiſtence. 3 „ 

The words themſelves of the Council of 
Sirmium and of Hilary, are very remarkable. 
« If (1) any one ſays, that the Son was begot- 
ten not by the Will of the Father, let him be 
Anathema. For the Father did not beget 
the Son by a phyſical Neceſſity of Nature 
without the Operation of his Will ; but he 
at once willed, and begat rhe Son, and pro- 
duced hin from Himſelf, without Time, and 
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other ſide. For, manifeſtly, whatever is by 5 
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Qu. VII. Neeeſry Pxiftence e 
« without | ſuffering any diminution Himſelf.” 
Which (1) Canon, faith Hilary, was therefore 
made 7 the Council, « leaſt any Occa uon 
« ſhould ſeem given to the Hereticks to aſcribe 
© ro God the Farber a Neceſſity of begetting 
« the Son, as if be produced him by Necef ity of 
* Nature, without the Operation of his Will.“ 
And even Gregory Nazianzen thus expreſſes 
himſelf: © The (2) Will to beget, is perhaps, i in 
God, Generation.“ 

But to proceed. You tell me 1 could not F. 126. 
but have © apprebended your meaning” in this 
Matter, from what I © muſt have obſerved in 
* reading T HE Antients.” Theſe Antients, the 
: Reader ought to take notice, are All After the 

Council of Nice, and therefore, in This Cale, 

really Moderns. You too often expreſs your- 

(elt in this ambiguous and unfair manner, by 
which the ignorant are deceived. 

I know not whether it be worth while to 

take Notice here by the way, (and yet it is 

| really blame-worthy,) that you now and then 

indeavour to blind your Reader, by throwing 
in his way ſome Scholaſtick Sentences altos e- 
ther Senſeleſs : Such as, The Will of God is b. 127. 


„ 394 Himſelf, &c.“ As if Will were a Real 
_— . 


r MSL: 


(1) Nè data Hzreticis occaſio videretur, ut neceſſitatem 
Deo Patri gignendi ex ſe filii aſcriberent, tanquam, naturali 
Lege cogente, invito ſe ediderit. De Synod. 

(2 ) To Foro O10 £5'iv (WG, 4 Tov Teuer Nds. Orat. 35. 


8 2 What . 


7 


E 4 Fon 1 by 


What you add in the following Pages, from 
p. 128 to P. 164, in order to evade many 


ftrong Expreſſions of the Antients againſt you, 
and to reconcile them to your Notion in This 


Point in ſpite of all Grammar and Language; is 
ſo imaginary and Romantick, that there needs n 
other Anſwer to it, but only to produce the 


Original Paſlages of the Writersthemſelves, and 


clear them from your Miſrepreſentations. 

A very antient Baptiſmal Creed, preſerved 
in the Books filed Apoſtolical Comſlitutions, 
teacheth us to believe, (1) © in the Lord Je. 


e ſus Chriſt, the 8 Son of God, the 

* firſt -born of every Creature, begotten before : 
« the World by the GOOD PLEASURE | 
* of the Father.” And again, in the ſolemn | 
Prayer before the Adminiſtration of the Eu- 
chariſt, the Church calls upon God the Father, 


who (2 ) © begat before all Worlds, by bis im- 
« mediate WILL, POWER and 600 D. 
« NESS, the only begotten Son, God the Word, 
* the living Wiſdom: the firſt-born of every 


e 


* 


4 


* 


the Hig þ. Prieſt /f of AS the King and Lord 
of all tonal and ſenſitive Beings : Who was 


555 before all Things, and through whom are all 


© Things.” 
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Lib. 7, c. 4x. 


(2) Auro 2 VT wy une Yerioas, Bai, eu Auvepe, % 
Ayebo rili & WETITEDT WG, v40y pLoyoy ens e gie, Solea Ga PIP N 
wWrexe, mic, xrir ius, Av 8 prget An; Gu G, agieg ia 2 
Bao ine 5 2 xupeoy 7 T1 vOUTHNG x d PUT $0, Toy po t, 


elt 8 7% mere, lib. 8. c. 12. 
The 


Creature, the Angel of his Great Counſel, | 


e e ee, eee ee. 


Qu. VIII. the Will of the Father. 


1 


The next Teſtimony, is out of the ſinaller 


| Epiſtles of Jenatius. Which though they are 


vehemently and juſtly ſuſpected to be interpo- 
lated, yet in This Point they are agreeable to 
the general Senſe of Antiquity. (1) “ Chriſt 


| © the Son of God, By the N. ILL and POWER 
| © of God.” Upon theſe words You acknow- 


ledge, in your Marginal Note, that This Na- 
tivity of Chriſt, being oppoſed to his Nativity 


( oagxa) according to the Heſh, muſt there- 
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F. 129. 


fore be underſtood of ſome hig ber Sonſhip, viz. 


the Sonſhip in his divine Nature before the World 


was, Now of This higher Generation By the 


Will and Power of God, you are greatly puz- 


zled to find an explication. Tbree Senſes you 


mention, which (1 think) have no diftin& Senſe , 


and therefore, being diffident of them, you add a 


Fourth; that © rhe Paſſage MAT relate, not 


to the Son's Generation in the Higbeſl Senſe, 
* but to his Manifeſt ation or Coming forth in 


Order to create the World, which is a 


« KIND of Filiation mentioned by Juſtin Mar- 
* tyr, Athenagoras, Theophilus, Tertullian, Ta- 


_ © tian, Novatian, and Hippolytus ; and ſuppo- 


ſed as voluntary a Thing, as the Incarnation 
* afterwards,” Now the Reader would na- 


turally expe&, that you ſhould have proved 


theſe Antient Writers had ſomewhere or other 
ſpoken of Twvo Generations of the Son; of A- 


nother and Higher Generation, than this Ante- 


mundane one by the Will of the Father: Other- 


(1) T $400, nam Y xa ada 9100, Ad. Smyrn. c. t. 


8 3 wiſe, 


ne 
3 
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Point in queſtion. But This you have never 


muſt needs know, that (whatever notion they 
might have of the Son's having been in the 


manner, before his being Generated of bim, 


ſenſe reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that a neceſſarily 


Reſpect ſubject to, the Will of Another? Or 


they argue that the Son was the Angel or 


his Will, and obey his Commands, both in 


The Hon begotten by 
wiſe, 'tis evident, you have here given up the 


proved by Any Obe Paſſage from any One of 
theſe Autient Writers. And whoever 1s at all 
acquainted with the Writings of the Antients, 


Father, after ſome inexplicable Metaphyſical 


yet) there never 1s in them the leaſt mention 
of Two Generations, of any other or Higher 
Generation than This which they declare to 
be By the Will of the Father, and from which 


Meſſenger of the Father, and did miniſter to | 


the Creation of the World, and in all other : 
Things. Beſides; you ſeem not to conſider 
how manifeſtly abſurd it is, that One Genera. K 
Z:0n of the ſaine Perſon ſhould be neceſſary, and | 

Another Voluntary, If the firſt Generation of 
the Son was not from the Mill of God, cer- Þ 
tainly no other could be ſo, Is it in Any |Þþ 


exiſtent and abſolutely independent Perſon, 
thould afterwards be Generated by, or be in any 


can Any one believe Tour opinion to be the 
{ame with that of theſe Antient Writers; when 
That which with you is the Only True and 
Original Generation of the Son, is by Them 
Never ſo ſtiled at all; and That which by 
Them is Always and Only ſtiled the Cora 

FEED 1 


3 s 1 
mr 


Qu. VIII. the Will of the Father. wy 


of the Son before all Ages, is with Tou a © 
mere Figure of Speech only, meaning real- 
iy nothing more than the Son's beginning 
to exert his Power in the Creation of the 


World? | a 5 
The next Paſſage, is That of (1) Juſtin p. 146. 
Martyr. Ibe Patriarch did not ſee the Fa- 
( ther and ineſfable Lord of All things abſo- 
\ | © Iutely, even of Obriſt himſelf; but [they 
| | © faw only] Him who, by the Will of the Fa- 
tber, is God, being bis Son; and an Angel 
| © (or Meſſenger,) as miniſtring to bis Will” 
Again: (2) © He bath all theſe Titles [ before- 
mentioned, vis. that of Son, Wiſdom, An- 
( gel, God, Lord, and Word,] both from his 
* miniſtring to his Father's Will, and from 
his being begotten of the Father By his Will.“ 
The Words and Senſe of Both theſe Paſſages, 
are exceeding clear. Yet with reſpect to the 
* Firſt Paſſige, you tell me that 1 *©do rhe good Y 20. 
Father a double Injury; firſt in curtailing bis 
' *©# Words, and next in miſrepreſenting his Senſe.” 
I anſwer, Firſt, I left out ne Words that im- 
mediately related to the Argument. And this 
Obſervation of yours, ſhows how fond you are 
of an Opportunity of . finding Fault, though 
not only not to your Purpoſe, but even di- 


(1) Oo 7w Tarps xc appro Xupiey THY UMHYTAY d, x. 
duTod To x˙ν,d, d ige Tov af, G TW EXEWE, ra Sten dre, 
b dure x cf [EAW, c TOU br, r Y u vr, Dial. P. 120. 
Edit. Pariſ. | 25 

(2) "Exeiv V j Tqorv f Se, lars re bg Ti Ta 
x® SU Xi O% Tod 470 TOY arp FrAgTH YE wages, ibid. 


F. 14. 
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are theſe ; © From is miniſlring to bis (the 


quence, which Fuſtin every where draws from 


dently to myſelf, in forbearing to ſet down 


an Angel, That he was God, was a neceſ- 


Leda, by the Father's Will, Yet his Word 


File Son begotten by 


realy againſt it. The Words I omitted to cite, 
« Father's) Mill.“ This indeed ig the Conſe. 


the Son's being begotten by the Will of the Fa- 
ther And it I have done any Injury, tis evi. 


theſe Words, which are very ſtrong for me, 
and as ſtrong againſt you : So that you had 
no Room to complain. But you have added F 

the Words, to ſhow (you think) that Juſtin's Þ (1 
« Meaning is not, that Chriſt is God By the Will Þ {: 


„ of the Father; but that it was the Father's | \ 


good Pleaſure, that be ſhould not only be Gad, | 
« as be always was, being God's Son; but that | 
« be ſhould take upon bim beſides, the Office of | 


« ſary Thang , but that be ſhould be Both, 
« God and an Angel too, this was entirely ow- | 
« ing to God's Good Pleaſure.” In a Marginal | 


Note, you add: © For though be was God, a 


* being God's Son; and a Son ] Fe)w [by 
the Will of the Father, ] according to Juſtin 
and other Writers ;, yet they did not think be 
* was God 7, E [by the Will of the Fa- 
** ther.” | If all this be nat the higheſt miſre- 
preſentation, and Self-contradifion too, I know 
not what is, For, 1/t, I obſerve that you al- 
low the words, [d Cw] By the Will, 
to ſignify, in their proper Senſe, the Good 
Pleaſure of the Father; and therefore you de- 
ny that Ju/tin could mean the Son was God, 
$ 


are 


n 


Senſe of Juſtin's Words. The words neceſ- 


ther's Will, both God, in that he was his Son, 
(begotten, as he in the Second Paſlage expreſsly 
lays, wana, by bis Will ;) and alſo an Angel, 
in that he miniſtred to his Will. There needs 


very little Knowledge in Greek, to ſee that the 


words (KAT Yeo Xa A 00) cannot poſſibly 


bear any other Senſe. 2dly, You have not 


Qu. VIII. the Will of the Father. 265 
| are as expreſs'as is poſſible: And you yourſelf, 

in the very ſame Breath wherein you deny it, 

are forced to ſay, very deceitfully, that he was 
| « Boch, God and an Angel too,” [+3 Px] 
| © by the Will of the Father. But though 
even your own Explanation ſufficiently con- 
futes you, yet it is not the juſt and full 


 ſarily ſignify, that Chriſt was, / che Fa- 


conſidered what an © Injury you have done the p. 13 


Good Father,” by ſuppoſing him moſt ab- 


ſurdly to mean, that by the Will or Good 


Pleaſure of the Father, the Son, who is him- 
ſelf the one Supreme God, became an Angel. 


Which is both an expreſs contradiction, and 


alſo (according to your own Notion and Lan- 


2uage) really © ungodding” the Son. For 


which reaſon the Antient Council of Antioch 


declares it C ce] Impious, to affirm that The 


One Supreme God became an Angel. And in- 


ſon or to Chriſtianity, than to hear that The 
One Supreme God is, by the Good Pleaſure of 


Another, made an Angel or Meſſenger ? 3dly, 


To ſhow you, if poſſible, ſtill more plainly, 
| _ how 


5. 130 


deed, can any Thing be more ſhocking to Rea. 


266 The Son begotten by 


Qu 

ho falſe your Aſſertion about Juſtin's Notion Ii 
is: He tells you in another place; (1) T Cal 
Son proceeded forth from the Father befor: Wi 


all Creatures, by bis Power and I H Will» A 
You cannot pretend he was an Angel or Meſ. Fat 
ſenger before the Creation, before any Thing b 
_ Exifted for him to be a Meſſenger unto. And 5 | 
therefore in whatever Senſe he was produced, 1 
or be got ten, or came forth, (ſince you will have 
this laſt to be the right Tranſlition of the Word 
Tex\vra,) it was ſtill as being God; and expreſs. | 
ly, you fee, [ by the Will of che Father. } 
Again; David (ſays (a2) he) © declared that Chriſt | 
was born from the Bowels of the Father be. 
ore the Sun and Moon, | xata Ti Ts Tate: 
Perm} by the Will of the Father.” And if 
any Thing can be yet more ſtrongly exprels'd, 
tis where he ſays that Chriſt is (3) © Lord of 
* Hoſts [2Jg To Jena] by the Will of the 
* Father, who gave bim that Power.” Surely 
This Title, Lord of Hoſts, (which you elſe- 
0 „ek where contend, in expreſs contradifion to 
"theſe very Words of Fuſtin, to be applied by | 
Juſtin as equivalent to, xve@®» (4) XLVTOREHTWH 
Lord Supreme over all: Surely, I ſay, This 


F. 133. 
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(1) Dye muy7wv Tornuurw!, d ve FAT, Oats 6vT9% Ka &- 
Ay Fporntorra, Dial. P. 101. | 

(2) Aud ) po #8 X06; N cn nas pos „ o0Fvas 4 TOY X0TH 
T1 ret aur Sub, ü uh. ibid. P. 85. 


(3 Os £54 xyp®» duα als To Se, Too dorr@» avry v 
7546. ibid. p. 91. | 


(4) See anne, p. 16. and below on Query XXVII, towards 
the End, 3 
Aule) 


Qu. VIII. the Will of the Father. 


Title) is here given to Chriſt in his higheſt. 
Capacity; And yet, you ſee, he adds, tis by the 


Will of the Father, who Gave him That Power. 
And in Conſequence hereof he argues, that the 
Father (1) „is Lord of That Lord who ap- 

* peared upon Earth ” [as the Deſtruction of 


77 


the Sodomites, | © as being his Father and God, 
« and [ airi@»>] the Cauſe of his Exiſtence, even 
„ tho' he be himſelf Powerful, and Lord, and 


to refer you to, which may perhaps be more con- 
victive to you than any I have yet brought; 


Becauſe Juſtin There declares, that the Ge- 


neration of the Son, which he compares 70 


God.“ One (2) Place more I {hall take leave 


one Fire being lighted from another, (which 


you cannot deny to be his highe/? Generati- 


on, as being That upon which you found 
the Conſubſtantiality,) was yet dyapa xa 
% durs By the Power and Will of the 


Father, © 


The Second Paſſage I had cited from Juſtin, 
was This: (3) © He bath all theſe Titles, viz, 
Son, Wiſdom, Angel, God, Lord, and Word; 
** [both from his miniſtring to his Father's Will, 
and] from bis being Begotten of the Father 
&* by bis Will.” The Point Then before me, 


A ” 5 * 185 . K ; \ : , 
(1) "Os xa} Ted in V xu, x25 i5'w, ws THT xo Ng, hiTHs 
* \ 


Tt TS Tod tb, Kat, wart, x0 Kew, xa Neg. ibid. P. 121. 

(2) Ex Ty Yb r ir 4T9 Ted TwTþG, db 9 
rr . Pe TH 4, and xu- 
2% d d eve Tv rp wame, KC ibid. P. 120. 

( 3) Exer rp TT 1g e. Sed, KC, See above, Pp. 263. 


being 


| no Alteration in the Point I cited them for; 


P. 133. 


p. 132. 


being only about the Son's Generation by the 


on This, with the addition of ſome wrath 


diate Words preceeding,” How fo, I beſeech 


« gotten of the Father by his Will?? Which 


hut from That, and his adminiſtring to his 


Be it ſo. I omitted the Words (mini- 


The Son begotten by 


Will of the Father; omitted the words | fro 
his miniftring to his Father's Mill,] as makin 


and left a Blank, to ſhow the Omiſſion. Up. 


and unchriſtian Expreſſions, you tell me that 
my Citation 1s © directly contrary to the whole 
« Tenonr of the Dialogue, and to the very imme. 


you? Can any Words poſſibly expreſs the 
Senſe of any Writer more clearly and ſtrong. }* 
ly, than thoſe which I here alledged out of |: 
Juſtin, do demonſtrate the Tenour of his 
Writings to be, that © the Son was be- 


was the Point I cited them to prove. But 
&« It is not, you ſay, from his being begotten 
% of the Father, that he hath all theſe Titles; 


« Father”s Will, Both together, not Either ſin- 
« oly, will account for all theſe Titles” 


ſtring to his Father's Will) 1n this Paſſage, as 
did in the other; becauſe not immediatel 
affecting the Queſtion about the Sox's Gene- 
ration: Which was the only Point I Was 
then conſidering. And now they are added, 
what Advantage do they give you? or 
how do they ſhow, that my Tranſlation 
was © girectly contrary to the whole Ter 
* zour of the Dialogue?“ Do they not on 
the contrary con fim my Tranſlation, and 
| wh my 
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Qu. VIII. the ll of the Father. 
my Argument? Do they not fully and clear- 
| ly prove, what I alledged them as proving ? 
ut this is not the wor/?. The Queſtion Now 
| before us, is concerning the Son's being begotten _ 


of the Father, [You] © By his Will,” Now 
This word, in your Marginal Tranſlation, 


you have wholly omitted, though it was the 


molt material word in the whole Sentence. 
Where now is all your *©* pzous” Pretence and 
Declaration of © Deſire to have Things 
« fairly repreſented, as they really are; 10 
« Evidence ſmother*d, or ſtifled on either fide ?? 
Will not “ miſquotation and miſrepreſentation 


& do 4 good Cauſe harm, and not long be of 


« Service to a bad one?” I am really ſorry, 
that you ſhould give me ſo many jaſt oppor- 


tunities of retorting your own it Lan- 
guage upon you; and to find, that when you 
are moſt warm and pyſitive, you never fail of 
being moſt in the ng. For here, by your 
own Account, had you not ed in your 


Tranſlation the frincipal Word [O 
«* by the Will,” it muſt have appeared to the 
Reader as clear as the Light, chat Juſtin de- 


clared very expreſsly his Senſe to be, that the 


Son, as God, was begotten of the Father © By 
« bis Will.” 
From theſe plain Paſſages of Jin Martyr, 


one of the moſt Ancient and ever eſteem- 


ed moſt Orthodox Writers of the Chriſtian 


Church ; the Reader will obſerve, with what 
Juſtice and with what Pretence to Antiqui- 


ty any one can be blamed for aſſerting, that 
| (1) © the 
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20 Tue Sn legotlen | 
(..) © the Son is not unbegotten Cor Self-ey. 
iſtent,] — but ſubſiſted before all Times aud 
* before all Ager, perfect God, by the Wil 


* and Good Pleafure of the Father.” m 
The next Antient Writer to Juin, is his 1 (1 
Scholar Tatian. Who ſays, (2) © The Word © 
Y proceeded from the Simple Will of the Fi. Þ © 
ther.“ Athenagoras, you allow, ſuppoſed Þ F 


the Generation of the Son preceeding the Cre. 
ation of the World, to be a voluntary Thing; 
v. 130. thoꝰ eAthenagoras (I think) no where ſays ſo 
in expreſs Terms, as the Others before men- 
tioned do. Theophilus, the next Writer, is 
expreſs, ſay ing: © (3) When God Willed to 
* make thoſe Things which he had before de- 
* termined within himſelf, he by emitting the 
« Word, begat Him, the firſi-born of every 
% Creature.” Tertullian ſays : “ (4) God pro- 
« duced the Word himſelf finſt, when he Wilbd 
 * todo fo.” This, you allow, is ſpoken of the 
v. 133. Generation of the Son; but “ zot into Be- 
ing, or into a State of Exiſtence.” That's 
not material to our preſent Inquiry, If, in 
his Higheſt Nature, he was an) way genera- 
ted, by the Will and Power of the Father, in- 
to a State of Sozſhip, either in Time or from 


(1) „Ori 6 vine Br 2 & Ve M Irs N “ju % 
gi Cairn po. xperay 3 ab dd, Ye e F056, Theodoret. 
Hiſt. Eccleſ. lib. 1. c. 5. | : 

(2) OH, ar. The d wMaTHC; eurou rommn9% 6 . P. 145. X 

(3) *Onv7t Y brane 6 3505 Too 20% E£2gATATo, Toro To 
A 2 TpoPopixoy, Nl exe rel 1%; ri sg. P. 129. And 
this Word was thus begotten, that he might be [7ypys; God's 
Miniſter in the Creation. ibid. P. 81. | 

(4) Tunc cum Deus Voluit, ipſum primum protulit Sermo- 
nem. Adv. Prax, c. 6. 

Eter- 
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Eternity; tis ſufficient to diſtinguiſh him from 
the One Supreme, Self exiſtent, Immutable 
| God, who is incapable of any Charge even ſo 
| much as in any Made of Exiſtence. Again: 
| (1) The Word, and Spirit, ſays Tertullian, 
| « who with the Word was begotten By the 


| Theſe Writers, you tell us, do all make the P. 130, 
Generation Voluntary) ” and © Temporary,” 735» 245 


v - 2 e * — — 


« Will of the Father.“ The interpolated 
Hippalytus ſays: (2) © Ton enquire concerning 
« the Generation of the Word, whom God the 
« Father By bis Will begat as he Willed. 


and “ ſpeak not expreſsly of any other,” Thus 


the great point of the Eternal Generation of 


the San, (Which, you elſewhere tell us, is his 


2? © moſt Proper Filiation and Generation,” and P. 134. 


i reſpect of which, Chiefly, he is the On- 
* ly-Begotten, and a diſtinet Perſon from the 
Father: This) as being by the principal 
eAnte-Nicene Writers never * expreſsly ſpo- P. 145. 
© ken of at all, you leave wholly to be 12. 
ferred from the etaphyſical Exiſtence of his 
Subſtance in the Father, before That Emiſſi- 
on which Alone is by the Antients ever at all 


ſtiled his Generation. And then, (to make 


up this Defect ) from a few „gurative Ex- 
preſſions of God's cone with Himſelf, and p. 149. 
his «6w#z Reaſon within Himſelf, you ſuppoſe 
the Son to have been in all Reſpects as much 
a diſtinct Perſon, and as much a Son, and as 


(1) Sermo & Spiritus, qui cum Sermone de Patris voluntate 
natus eſt. ibid. c. 7. ; | = 
(2) TTepy 5 M Y Surets, burg Beantiig Ne rar - 

ren, ws übte, cont. Noet. P. 18, | i 


much 


272 T he Son legotten by 
much generated, Before his being generated, 
before That which Alone the Antients ever > 

at all called by That Name, ] as he was After. ! © 
How much better is it, in matters of This Na. Ct 
ture, to adhere ſtrictly, as Dr. Clarke has done 


co 

in His Propoſitions, to what the Scripture Þ <. 

_ clearly and diſtinctly declares to us! 15 

But to proceed. You like not the Paſſage Þ 

I brought out of Clemens Alexandrinus; it 4 
P. 133. being © doubt fu] whether he be there ſpeałim 

the Generation of the Son.” But though | _ 

he was not; yet my Inference is without i 


doubt J, from the Son's being there faid o 
be © the Caufe of all Things By the Will of the © 1 
* Almighty Father.” But however, I will give } « 
you another Paſſage inſtead of it; where the . 
ſame Author ſays; (1) The Word did ſpring 7 « 
& from the very Will of the Father. 
To Clement I ſhall joyn his Scholar Origen: Þ} « 
Who fays; (2) © The Son, who is the Image 
of the invilible God, and the Brightneſs of 
& his Glory, and the expreſs Image of his 
_« Perſon, the firſt born of every Creature, 
was begotten By the Will of the Fa- 
et ther“ e | Wm 
I have no Expreſs Teſtimony in this Point 
from Ireuæus, and the Antient Council of 
 eAxtioch, But they Both ſhow their Senſe 
conſequentially, in declaring (as I have before 
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Qu. vil. the Will of the Euler. 


obſerved) that the Word obeyed and fulfilled 
the Will and Command of the Father in the 
Creation of the World. 

I proceed to Novatian: who fays: Ke = 
® From Him, when he Wii; *d, the Word 


« his Son was begotten.“ Aud again: (2) 
He proceeded forth from the Father, 


« when it was the Father's Will he ſhould 
6 do 10.” 


I ſhall conclude the Ante-Nicene Writers 


on This Head, with the Judgment of the 
learned Euſebius, which may juſtly be eſteem- 

ed to be the true Senſe of the Antients before 
him. In comparing the Generation of the 


Son, to the Splendour of Light; he obſerves, 


amongſt ſeveral other Differences, that (3 ) 


The Splendour does not ſhine forth b 


da neceſſary Property inſeparable from its 
Nature: But the Son ſubſiſts the Image 


of the Father, by the Father's i and 


e free Choice. For God became the Father 


of the Son, by his Will; and cauſed to 
By ſubliſt a Second 4 bt, 


(1) Ex quo, quando ipſe voluit, Sermo filius natus ell 
. 


Ml 2) Hic ergo, YoU pater voluit, proceſſit ex patre. 
20d. 


(3) 'H pry & n 8 Achat Tr ufer TS wes AGTH, ar 76 

£ TH 80 gg dE oy 0 9; 0466, auc Yvw plu 2 rpecabe- 
cu ein VEN TE T&Tpoc Suh Pg 0 580 Bergers vis vp, © ws 
dur$gey , MUVTY Sꝭ ae PW art) 055 e- 


Demonlt, 
Evang. lib. 4. c. 3. | 


. « unto 


y the 
yo free Choice of the Luminous Body, but by 


in all things like 


2 


— 
—— ——— — 
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The | Son begotten hy [11 6 
„ unto himſelf.” And again: (1) © He had 
& his Subliſtence before all Ages, from the 
«© inexpreſſible and inconceiveable Mil and 
e 
Agreeable to the preceding Senſe of An- 


tiquity, is the Orthodox Council of Sirmium, 


after That of Nice. Which declares: (2) If 


any one fays, the Son was begotten (3) 
* without the Mil of the Father, let him be 
Anathema. For the Father did not beget 
the Son by a phyſical Neceſſity of Nature, 
without the Operation of his Wil; but 
he at once Milled, and begat the Son, and 
produced him from himſelf, without Time, 
and without ſuffering any diminution him- 


ſelf.” Hilary ſays: This Canon was made, 


(1) Teo a cd, e Th; TE æuνrενε dvixPey os He cr ivo 
Pan Te xa Nui SH ibid. In Conſequence of which 
Opinion, He argues; Tevrn; [viz. $65] pore Ta ANG Toy T8 
TaTg% ig , HAnPTR Te, AN 5% id xTHTOY eortlu 
£2,110 TH" 'O pry e Jou, 6 5 N 45. ple a fc Fxfivor 
ei Ftev, x Auen £8} Ou 3 , 2 py Tup zb A Toy 
5 r Sur pci Ad, xa To He tivar AzBovrt The TE r 
Av dg dM tixd ver r F200, ** that the Son is dignified by the Fa- 
4 ther with the Title of God, among Others: Receiving it, 
% and not having it of Himſelf, For the One Gives, and the 
« Other Receives. So that He (the Father] properly is the 

One God, being the Only one, and of his +wa Nature ſo, and 
% not having received that Title from Another: But the Son 
& hath the Second Place of Dignity ; and the Title of God he 
«© hath received from the Father, as being the Image of God.” 
Demonſt. Evang. lib. 5. c. 4. | 

(2) E. T6 n S8 Ts Taro , Ae, Y dib, Gya- 
be i800. & ap BicdTtic 0 nr, Cb dend uns Quoixn & Abele, We 5% 
$row, Vin To vie EA www 7 i gνονφ, xl c, Kat - 
das ig iuurs duroy ,. S bits. Synod. Syrm. Artic. 25, 

(3) Concerning the true Rendring of theſe words, fee above, 
Tag. 257 158. 


1 *leaſt 


Qu. VIII. the Will of the Father. 
(i) leaſt any Occaſion ſhould ſeem to be 


given to Hereticks, to aſcribe to God the 
„Father, a Neceſſity of begetting the Son, 
„ as if he had produced him by MNece/ſity 


, Nature without the Agency of his 
B 13 15 
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And again; The Council of Sardica, allow- 


ed alfo to be Orthodox, declares; (2) that 


the holy and Catholick Church anathema- 
« tizeth thoſe who believe that the Father 
« did not beget the Son by the Intention and 
Operation of his Will” Which Hilary 


thus inteprets : (3) © The Nature of a per- 


« fet Nativity is, that He who is begotten 
„ of the Subſtance of God, ſhould alio be 
* begotten by the Intention and Operation of 
his Will. For the abſolute Perfection of 
divine Eflence begotten from the divine 
Eſſence, is, that it proceeds from Mill and 
« Deſign, not from mere paſſive Natare like 
«© That of Bodies.“ 


(x) Nè data hæreticis occaſio videretur, ut Neceſſitatem deo 
patri gignendi ex ſe filii aſcriberent, tanquam, naturali lege 


cogente, invito ſe ediderit. Hil, de Syn. P. 235. And The 


Learned Jeſuit Petavius thus remarks upon this Anathema f 
the Sirmian Council: Voluntas iſta, quam Neceſſitati oppo- 
nunt Sirmienſes præſules, mera eſt libertas; ac non ſolum vio- 
lento & coacto contraria, ſed etiam ei quod ita Naturæ eſt con- 
ſentaneum, ut ex arbitrio conſilioq; minimè pendeat. Qua 
fuit Euſebii Cæſarienſis Opinio, &c. De Trinit. lib. 6. c. 8. 
(2) Eos autem, qui credunt quod neq; Conſilio neq; Volun- 
tate pater genuerit filium, anathematizat ſancta & Catholica 
Eccleſia. Hil. de Syn. Sardic. P. 229. | | 
(3) Nativitatis autem perfecta natura eſt, ut qui ex Subſtan- 
tia Dei natus eſt, etiam ex Conſilio ejus ac Voluntate naſcatur. 
Ex Voluntate enim atq; Conſilio, non ex corporalis Paſſious na- 


turæ, eſſentiæ dei de eflentia dei genitæ abſoluta Perfectio 


eſt. Hil. ibid. P. 230. ; 


1 And 


178 


* 


The Hn begotten (y) 


And the Council of etioch in their large 
Creed, wherein they condemn the Arian and 


Samoſatenias and Sabellian Tenets, declare; 
(Ii) © that the holy and Catholick Church 


% anathemarizeth thoſe who ſay—— either 
&« that the Son is Unbegotten, or that the Fa. 
ther did not beget him by his Intention and 

Thus eAll the Antient Eccleſiaſtical Wri- 


ters (in oppoſition to the Gzoftick and (2) 


Valentinian Doctrine of Neceſſary Emanations,) 


agreed that the Generation of the 'Perſon of the 


Son, (whatever notion they had of his meta- 
phyſical Subſtance,) was, Yeuari and ej, 


_ by the Will of the Father. And from thence 


p. 156. | 


F. 134. 


they deduced the Supremacy of the Father, 
and the Subordination of the Son; and fo pre- 
ſerved the Unity of God: Always and uni. 
formly declaring, the Hi of the Father to be 
the Original Caſe of every Thing; and that 


the Will of the Son acts, not (as you, without 


any colour either from Scripture or Antiqui- 
ty, expreſs your ſelf,) * zz concert; but 


ever in obearence to, the Will of the Fa- 


ther, 


The groundleſsneſs of your © Dine ion of 
6 N „ ie 8 
a Threefold Generation of the Son,” | twice 


before the Creation, and once at his Incarna- 
tion, ] has been already ſhown above, fag. 202, 


(1) Tobe A5/OVT OG =— &r/ tyvyrev Toy bio, a 374 ESNö, E 89: 92 
vues ie © MATYp THY bie, EyabepuaTice 1 fic u uU i 
Ani. . Socrat. Hiſt. Eccleſ. lib. 2. C. 15. P. $525 553. 

(2) Irenaus, lib. 1. c. 1, and lib. 2. c. 16, 17, 18, 19, 22, 23, 
24, Teriull, adverſ. Valentin. & Præſcript. adv. Her. c. 30. 


aud 


r Am. Wi © 


Qu. VIII. the Will of the Father. 


and 271. And te a0 it ng of Hiſtory by Inven- 
tion, you know, © is really Romancing.” 


| 277 


P. Ilort. 


Either the Second of the Two eAnte-mundane 


Generations, (which is the (1) Oy one the 


Antients ever call by that Name,) muſt be 


| real and proper; and then, what you call his 
| Firſt Generation, can be but nominal only; 
For other wiſe, what Room can there be for 


the Generating again of a Perſon who was 


compleatly generated before?] Or elſe his Firff 
Generation, (never ſo called by the eAntients,) 
muſt be real and proper; and then his Se- 
cond Generation (though That Alone the An- 
tients ever call by That name,) can be no- 
thing more than a mere Figure of Speech. 
For, What of reality can there be in a Second 
Generation of Aim, who, being abſolutel 
immutable, could not but of neceſſity be 
Before it every thing that he could be After 
it? Nor will you ſtand to it, though you are 
perpetually ſuppoſing it, that there can be 
Any Change, ſo much as even of a Mode 
Exiſtence, in the unchangeable Self. exiſtent 
God. Here therefore you are moſt inconſiſt- 
ently confident and diffident at once. What 


you call the © Hit Genc ration of the Son, 


is, (you ſay) his © My? PROPER Filia- 

tion: IA reſpect of which, Chiefly, he is 
the Only-Begotien, and a diſtinct Perſon from 
the Father : His Other Generations were 
rather Condeſcentions”* &c, And yet at 


La 
8 « © 


cc 


(1) Bis natus eſt: Primum, de Deo in Spiritu, ante Ortum 
mundi: Poſtmodum in carne, ex Homine, 
c. 43. 


13 | _ the 


p. 134. 


135, 


Lac fant. Epit. 


F. 147. 


. 154 


. ration, © the Ante-Nicene Writers (you ac- 


* Fuſtin, Athenagoras, Theophilus, Tatian, Wa 


* Paſſage, your Inference does but © ſeem to be 


8. 60 


The Hon begotten ß) 
the ſame time, in ſpeaking of this Firſt Gene. 


knowledge) are more ſparing than thoſe that 
« come after: Only they ſaid things, which 1 v 


(you think) © amonnt to it by neceſſary Impli. * 


* cation,” Theſe Authors (you confeſs) 1 A 


bY 
Ly 
= 2 


* Tertullian, and Hippolytus, make the Gene. 


ration Temporary, and ſpeak NOT expreſs. 
© Iy of any other,” © Novatian (you ſay) x 
© aſſerted Both: But when you cite the 


6 the mojt probable conſtruction of the Paſſaze,” 
Theſe Authors (you tell us farther) aj[erted 


. the co-eternity of the A, tho' © Not con. 
« fideredpreciſely under the formality of a Son 


But yet, according to Biſhop BA, tliey All 
except Juſtin) MUST be underſtood to 
* have believed the real aud diſtinct Perſana- 
lity of the Son, before the Temporary Pro- 
ceſſion or Generation.” And, * This 
SEEMS to inſinuate, Oc. And ©*The 
eternal co-exiſtence of the Son; I ſhould 
«© RATHER' ſay, of the Word” And, 
Tertullian and Others” thought the Word 
had been, as it were, quieſcent and unope- 
rating from all Eternit). And, “ Hippo- 
tus carried this Netion ſo far, as to think 
the Filiation not compleated, till Sc.“ And, 
Others might perhaps reaſon in like manner, 
thinking hin to have been the Word before 


cc 
cc 


* 
* 


his Proceſſian, but not a Son.” And, 
eAll This is True, in ſome Senſe, and when 
e rightly explained.” And, © Other Fathers 
7 | | | . 22 = a ; 6G con- 


_ 
Jo 
> 


„ confdering PROBABLY,” &c. And, 


Qu. VIII. the Will of the Father. 


* eAfter Arius aroſe, the Catbolicks found it 
« highly neceſſary to inſiſt much &c.” Other- 
wiſe, © an explicit Profeſſion of Eternal Ge- 


« neration might have been diſpenſed with.” 


And, © IF any one diſliking the Name or the 
« Phraſe of eternal Generation, thinks it bet- 


« ter to aſſert an eternal Word, inſtead of an 
„ eternal Son; — there ſeems to be no farther 


Harm in it, than what lies in the words, and 


& their liableneſs to be miſconſtrued or to give 


« Offence.” . 5 1 th 
After all This; the Paſſages you alledge 
to prove that the Logos was eAlways in the 
Father, are entirely wide of the Queſtion be- 


tween us. For if, by That Term, thoſe 


Writers at any time mean the internal Rea- 
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ſon or Wiſdom of the Father, without which P. 146, 


the Father himſelf would be * vid of Reaſon 14% — 


or Wiſdom; 'tis evident This is not only Eter- & *roo@-. 


nal, but / Eternal, as to have a Self-exi/tent, 


underived, unbegotten Eternity. But when- 


ſoever, by That Term, they mean the Son, 


the Perſon begotten of the Father; then, of 


what Subſtance ſoever they ſuppoſed him to 


be, and in what manner ſoever begotten of 


the Father, and of what Duration ſoever an- 
tecedent to all time, and in what terms ſoe- 


ver his Generation be oppoſed to That Pro- 


duction of things in Time, or out of Nothing, 
which we call Creation; yet, ſince they al- 
ways expreſsly and aniformly and without 
variation declare his Generation to be By the 


 Pawer and Will of the Father, and never call 


P. 136, 


137, 149, 
157. 


P. 157, 
15% 


T4 e 


* 7 5 5 — 2 
— . ——— __— K . 
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P. 138. 


en 


144. 


any. Neceſſary Reſult of the Father's Exiſteue 
by the Name of Generating or Begetting ; ts 
manifeſt there is nothing in them, that is a 2 
all to your Purpoſe. 


in your Reply, to be taken notice of unde 


The Son begotten by. 


There remain only ſome incidental ching 


This Head. 141 
How abſurdly you alledge for . 1 
Paſſage out of Alexander of Alexandria, which Þ © 
is directly againſt you; has been ſhown Þ © 
above, p. 25 4. Evidently, Aexander dogg is 


not there oppoſe (as Jen imagine) Neceſſa. ſte 
ry Exiſtence to Seif-Exiſfence, but a Deri. te 
wed Eternity to a Ne eecjja or Self- e *iſtent © 
Eternity, By 
Your referring to Athanaf us for the Opini- © 
on of Two Antient Dionpſiu, s; and citing Þ * 


RE Sometimes indeed they inconſiſtently do ſo. 


an Epiſtle of one of them, © 1 F it be oe ih 
and the Senſe of Pamphilus and Origen, I 
* IF we may rely ou the Tranſlator” is 
giving your Reader Nambers inſtead of 
Weight. 

To prove that (in the Ofiuiom of the An. 
tients) That internal Reaſon, without which 
the Father would be ( ) void of Reaſon, 
was as much a real dilizuct Perſon, as the 
- begotten Son of God, when called by 
7. That Name; you obſerve that * the Poſi- 
« Nicene Writers, who undoubtedly took the 

=, or Word, tobe a real eternal Perſon, 


* yet make uſe of the ſame way of Reaſoning.” 


And 


Qu. VIII. the Will of the Father. 28 
And at other times they (r) no leſs expreſs. 
ly condema this Notion of | >5y@+ ed 
and repens, | the internal and the emitted 
Z Reaſon of the Father. But you obſerve fur- 
ther: CES | 8 | 
; Firſt; That © before the Generation, of p. 148. 
: | © which the Antients ſpeak, they ſuppoſe the 
Father not to have been eAlone which is 
| © hard to make ſenſe of, if they meant oaly 
that he was with his own Attributes; 
e that he was Wiſe, &c.” The Queſtion here, 
is not, how hard the thing 1s to be under- 
ſtood, but what is the Meaning of a Wri- 
ter's Words. (2) Tatian ſays: © God was 
© © [us] Alone, inaſmuch as nothing was yet 
A [externally] produced: But inaſmuch as he 
Had within himſelf the Power of producing 
“ all Things, all Things might” in This ſenſe 
« be ſaid to be with him” And thus he was 
not Alone: © For by his rational Power,” Ci. e. 
as being a rational eAgent, i , fo A- 
thenagoras ;] © be had his internal Reaſon 
« itſelf ſubhiſting in him.” Tis remark- 
able that he does not fay, the Word or 
5 Reaſon was [Te uro Preſent With him, 
but was Den urg In him. Which ſhows 
(as Baſi (3) argues againſt the Sabellians,) 


45 
© 
b- 


(1) Athanaſ. Expoſ. Fid. Baſil, Hom. 27. Cyril. Hieroſolym. 
Catecheſ. 4. Concil. Syrm. apud Socrat. Hiſt. Eccleſ. lib. 2. c. 25. 
apud Hilar. de Synod. P. 230. And long before them all, 
by Clem. Alex. Stromat. 5. P. 547. 

(2) See Above, P. 110. 

3 (3) Ei J E Kepiie iy & „%., [Which is the very Expreſſi- 
. of Theophilus,] mw; av ivorfn dis; Twe dv by Tipog Toy Oe 
4 Exura rg 0 c c My©>, abewn On: rs Ties dvr tivos A 

VeT&, u EY du. [Which is Tatian's Expreſſion.] Homil. 27. 


that 


that by the Word or Reaſon here ſpoken 1 


internal Power or Property 6 c++ 


The Son begotten by 


This Author did not mean a Perſon, but 20 1 


Theophilus (1) expreſſes it Thus: that Go 
had his Word or Reaſon, in his Bowels, in bit * 
Heart; and that this Word or Reaſon wi Band 


| | £auTS Reimer] his WW iſdom, which he after. . 1 


..C 


wards beg at or produced, | as 2 diſtinct Agent,) 
before the Creation of the World. 


Athenagoras (2) expreſſeth his Senſe Thus: i nal 


That, before the Generation of the Son, Gout Þ 4 115 
8 being [ aid ics Nονννν eternally rational lee 


* had the Word or Reaſon [+ ard in bin. ac 
e © 
And thus 2) Tertullian. © Before the Cre. fi 
ation of the World, until the Generation of i 
the Son, ——God was Alone Alone | 
with Reſped to any Thing external; yet 10 
* even Then not abſolutely Alone; For he Þ | 
© had | ſecum] with him [rationem fuami] his 
own Reaſon, which he had [ in ſæemetipſo] in 
** Himſelf. For God was [ Rationalis] endued 
« with Reaſon or Wiſdom,” But as to the 
Perſon Begotten, he preſumes exprelsly to de. 
clare His Notion, (contr. Hermog. c. 3, 
that tbere A A time when the Son was 

« not.” 

Laſtly, a) Hippolytus live that © tho' Cod 
„ was Alone, yet he“ (even the Unbegottes 
God and Father 13 all, whom he is there ſpeak- 


Le 


cc 


< 


qe 


(1) See above, P. 114. (2) See above, P. 107. 
5 dee boten Ea. (4) See above, P. 117. 


ing 


Ing of,) © was [79s] Many: For he was 


= dom, nor without Power, nor without 
7 * Counſel. And he adds preſently, that God 


and afterwards begat it as à Light from a Light. 
The Notion of Theſe Writers (See above, 
p. 109.) ſeems to have been, that as One Fire 
lights Another; ſo God, from his own inter- 
10 Rational Power, produced or generated 
Iba intelligent Rational Agent, which is cal- 
led his Word or Wiſdom. The Word therefore, 
7 | cording to the Notion of Theſe Authors, be- 
fore its being Begotten, was not, as you af 
þ firm, With bim, | es; ZuToy, apud illum, Pre- 
N Fan with him, as one Perſon with another ] 
but ow brd, in the Senſe of « auto, with 
or In him, as his internal Reaſon . Which 


language (as I juſt now obſerved from Ba, 


is of a very different Signification. And (1) 
Irenens argues in like manner, againſt all In- 
ternal Generations or Emiſſi ons, alledging 
that they cannot be real Perſons, dut (2) Pro- 
 Perties only. 


(1) Si autem non emiſſum extra patrem illum dicent, ſed 
In ipſo patre; primo quidem ſuperfluum erit etiam dicere 
emiſum eſſe eum. Quemadmodum enim emiſſus eſt, fi intra 
patrem erat? Emiſſio enim, eſt ejus, quod emittitur, extra 
emittentem manifeſtatio. lib. 2. c. 17. Speaking againſt inter- 
ary Generations or Emiſſions, which the Valentinians contend- 
ed for, 

(2) Si autem non dicent eſſe emiſſam illam extra, ſed aduna- 
tam Propatori; neceſſitas eſt omnis— indiſcretam fieri. 
& unum & idem fiet ; & quod non poſſit alterum ſine altero 
ntelligi, quemadmodum neq; aqua ine bumecatione, neq; 

nis line Calore, &c. ibid. c. 14. 


The 


5 neither without Reaſon, nor without Wiſe 


had this Word or Reaſon [# card] In himſelf; 


| Du. VIII. the Will of the Father. 283 


p . 148. 


284 


P. 148, 
149 


p. 149. 


file with his own Attributes; Tertullian, val 


: which the Perſon generated was every Thing 


all. Thoſe Writers therefore, who make the 


 enterna! rational Power of God, from which he 


The 1 Aa y . 
The Propriety of the Expreſſion of a Peri . T. 
being With himſelf, Biſhop Bull will warram; upp! 
lupe 
Who obſerves that it 1s commonly ſaid, (1 mo por 
one was with me bit myſelf. iy 
To your Second Obſervation, of the oh D 
priety of God's being ſaid to converſe and c 


this very Argument, anſwers : that 4 Man (2 
converſes with his own Reaſon, talks and res. , 
 fons with himſelf”, and that ihe Word of bi e 
Mind, is a Diſcourſer with him. = 

Your Third Obſervation i is; that if the 
« Word was a real Perſon After his Proceſſion 
(After his Generation, your Argument re- 
quired you to ſay) © from the Father, (hide 
is not diſputed ;,) he muſt have been ſo Be- 

« fore,” I anſwer: That Generation, before 


that he could be after it, is No Generation at 


Generation of the Word to be Temporary, do 
not ſuppoſe the Perſon generated, but only the F' 


was generated, to be eternal. 

Your Fourth Obſervation is : © Had theſe 
« Fathers. believed the Word was an Attribute 
only, or Power, vefore the Generation which 


60 Fe) Jpeak Yo 5 then it would follow that the 


1) Nemo erat mecum præter meipſum. "A F. N. c. 6 
FW Te 


2) Vide cum tacitus tecum ipſe congrederis, ratione 
loquarts ihud in animo neceſſe eſt: Et dum loquerls, conlocu- 
torem pateris vermonem. Adv. Praæ. c. 5. 


CC Son 


Ou. VIII. the Vill of the Father. 

. Son was properly a Creature, eg 8x ht, in 
of Their Opinion.” I anſwer : They did not 
wy ſuppoſe him to be, F 8x roh, from Nothing, 
1 but i T8 Tate from the Father : Being, s 
andliebes, (as Arbenagoras,) and, & ce, (as 


„the Council of Nice expreſſed it;) but Gene- 
* rated (after an ineffablè manner) from an inter- 
PE „ ſubſtantial Power of the Father, by his 


þ Mill and Good Pleaſure , without any diviſion, 


[ abſciſſion, diminution, or alteration whatſoever, 
either of the Subſtance or Powers, of the Fa- 


Nice declared it to be Their Senſe, that be ex- 
iſted [ew tyerrFnau] before he was begotten. 
Which Notion of © Conſubſtantiality, how 


© of independent Authority, which is the only 
- Material Point in queſtion between us, and on 
which ALONE depends the True Queſtion 
concerning the Unity of God, viz. the Queſtion 


| nours of the Univerſe ;, appears evidently from 
hence, that Many Antient Chriſtian Writers, 
particularly (1) Tertullian, (2) Origen, and 


(1) Deus hominem, - imaginem & Similitudinem 
ſuam, immo & Sub ſtantiam ſuam, per anime ſcilicet cenſum, &Xc. 
| In ea Subſtantia, quam ab ipſo Deo traxit, id elit, ani- 


tber himſelf. And therefore the Council of 


. 
m4 
Fu 


fir it is from inferring That Equal Supremacy 


whether there be One or More Supreme Gover- 


me. Adv. Marcion. lib. 2. c. 5, Quoquo modo Subſtaniia 


Creatoris, delicti capax. ibid. c. 9. Tu, non tantum factus, 

ſed etiam ex Subſtantia ipſius animatus. Adverſ. Prax. c. 5. 
(2) Ferom. tells us, that Origen taught, in his Firſt Beok de 

Principiis; omnes rationales Naturas, id eſt, Patrem, & Filium, 


& Spiritum Sanctum, Angelos, Poteſtates, Dominationes, cæ- 


teraſq; Virtutes, ipſum quoq; hominem, ſecundum Animæ dig- 
Allatem, anius eſſe Subſtantiæ. Epiſt. ad Avit. | 


(1) Lad an- 
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286 The Son begotten | 
(1) LaFantius, thought even Angels, ww 
the Souls of Men, to be alſo Conſubſtanigit 

with God, or generated from the Divine gu. 
ſtance, . A 
From theſe Notions of the Antients, u 
very apparent that they looked upon Genen © 
tion, whether Temporary or Eternal, to be u ” ; 
ways a different thing from Self-exiſtent ind. on 
pendent underived Eternity. Which may h. 
ſtill more clearly illuſtrated from Euſebiu;; | 
Who, though he ſtiles even the Angels, (1) 
zxeoss, Beings exiſting before all Time; and 
frequently aſſerts the Generation of the n 
to have been (3) from beginningleſs Ages, yet! 
concerning unoriginate underived Eternity the] 
ſame Author thus emphatically expreſſes him. 
ſelf. © Marcellus, (4) ſays he, imagines and c 
e determines, that the Word of God is eter- Þ ; 
„ nal, that is, Unbegotten. Not conſidering, Þ © 
« that if the Word be diſtinct from God, then Þ 

« he makes two Erernals, the Word and God, Þ 

and ſo there is no longer One Original of 

„ things. But if he ſays there is but One 

<« eternal, making God and the Word to be 

the ſame; then he is openly a Sabellian.“ 


cc 


« 


* 


* 


(1) Denique ex omnibus Angelis, quos idem Deus de ſus 
ſpiritibus figuravit, &c. Lactant. Epit. c. 42. Edit, Daviſ. 
2) De Laud. Conſtantin. p. 606. 


(3) See the Paſſages cited in Dr. Clarke's Scripture-Doctrine, 
n, ROE | 
(4) O dy Maprrnn®» bund es didi wine ture Th F400 de, 787 
0, d Y £9)1TE, rei WEATKTO & TUvOpAy, Y #6 phty £T+[6y 795 
| $200 Tov A Our xii, O ta wile, 6 A614 ©> nah © $855, 9. * * b 
£5% 9 Wine s 5 % Atyeiro did ov, Ty Gur GpiCe peveg be, TM 
Fey 2 LYDT? Jule, TO» Z335AM0 om oyyrii. De Eccleſ. Theol. 
lib. 2. C. 12. | | 


Again: 


ou. V VIII. the Will of the Father. 
Again : : The. Splendor, (1) ſays he, is c- 


0 % Splendor, it would not be a luminous Body. 
But the Father's Exiſtence is before the 


The only-begotten Son, be ſays, was brought 


1 e Son's, and preceeds his Generation; he be- 
1 ing alone Unbegotten. He is alſo of Him- 
„ < /elf perfect, and Firſt, as being the Father, 
be ö and the Cauſe of the Son's Subliſtence ; re- 
„ ceiving nothing from the Son to complete 
1 * his Divinity : Whereas the Son, proceeding 
from a Cauſe, is Second to him whoſe Son 
„he 1s; receiving from the Father both his 
* Being, and his being what he is.” Again 


a 
4 | © exiſtent with the Luminous Body, being 
* 8 E of its Exiſtence: For without the 


„forth (2) After the unoriginated and un- 
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3 © begotten Subſtance.” And again: Having 


„ ES very highly of the Son, as having been 

| before all Ages, and coexiſting Always with the 
Father, as the Odour with the Unguent, and 
the Splendour with the Luminous Body; he 
' cautions his Reader not to take theſe Simili- 
tudes too ſtrictly, but with ſeveral Reſtrictions 
and Doane, One of which, is, © that (3) 


(1) H # a cu gr. Ti Or, CUT Anger 116 Sc. cærred · 

7 Yo d 8 * 45 Vg cin Pas : 0 5 TeTup Gol ep 68 T'S 

: vis, * Þ ver ic tc νντν e ærpol ois 1x40, 4 40 - h ©» | 1. Ka © 
SG 4 Yael Sau7ov TeAzi0s Kl rar S, 06 TeTHps K% THC Tob 04 gege- 
. erte, 30% 745 cu ug TG rl I+0T1T©- g. rei bie 
3 Nalgene, 0 5 Ws £5 a ri neger 9465, Deus eO. 8 £54 5456 ub £5 1- 


\ \ 
Ktn, Tu0% TOY TaTPI Koa To sb, e Als af £1966 cAnÞW De- 


mon. Evang. lib, 1. 
( 2) Mees 1 yapx,ov 5 an bunte, gau. id. 
03) Od YE @ycep eve cu pts ure 700 rarrpi, re 0 2 4 n res, 6 


7 5 yewnre g. TPOUTT C500 5 %9 cer Oe. T7 pc, ed, r 0560 00v 


$10)00/47 . Dem. EVang. lib, 5. c. 1. 


| 3 « the 
; | — | 
_ | , | | 


P. 155, & Similitude of © the Sun and its Rays,” and 


159. 
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Sand the other Begotten :——But every on; 
0 


ference, he ſays, is; that (1) © the Light = 


cal or Rhetorical Figure of Speech; and 


Begotten, than the Father himſelf; but would 


cc 
cc 


the Son does not coexilt with the Faths, 
unoriginately ; the One being Uubegotte, 


< muſt needs confeſs, that the Father Is ang 


ſubſiſts before the Son.“ And another Dit 


* 


*« ſhineth not forth by the Will of the Luni. 
* nous Body, but by a neceſſary Property of its 
Mature: But the Son of God, is, by the De. 
* ſign and Will of the Father, his Subſtantia 
* Image.” Which, by the way, ſhows your 
great unfairneſs in referring frequently to this 


particularly in your citing from Euſebius theſe 
words, (Yend peo 8 xa 0 HQ» Tw dvyy,) 
« the Sun generates Light >” without ever 
taking notice that the word, *Begetting, when | 
applied either not to a Living Agent, or not 
to the Mill of the Agent, is merely a Poeti- Þ 


that if the Father begat the Son by the ſame 
neceſſity of Nature as the Sum begets its own 
Rays, (which are indeed the Sur itſelf under 
a partial conſideration ;) the So would not 
zu Truth be any more really a Son, or real] 


be as truly the One God and Father «of all, as 
the Father himſelf is ſo. 
Novatian in like manner ſays, that the Son 
* was always in the Father.” And yet the 
ſame Author, ſpeaking of the Father's - 


(1) Sce above, p. 122. 


originate 


5 © — Cz ww 


1 — % ͤ of — * ——— »=®» 
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Qu. VIII. the Will of the Father. 
originate Eternity, ſays, that (r) ce the Father 
« js Before the Son, becauſe he muſt needs 


be Prior to him, as being his Father: It be- 
« ing neceſſary in itſelf, that he who is un- 


« xiginate, ſhould be before him who is origi- 
% nated, and be Superiour to him.” That “the 
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« (2) Father Only is unoriginated ,” ¶ and there- 


fore, in the Eminent ſenſc,] © Only inviſible, 
« Only incomprehenſible, Only immortal, Only Eter- 
„nal, &c.” That (3) © if the Son were not be- 


« gotten, it would follow, that being Self-cxiſt- 


« ent, and compared with him [the Father] who 


« ;5 Self-exiſtent, their Equality in This reſpect, 


« as being Two Self-exiſtents, would make Two 
“ Gods. IF be were Inviſible ? | in the like 
Eminent ſenſe,] © it would follow, that being 
compared with Him who is inviſible, their 


Equality in This reſpeF, as being Two In- 


6 vifibles, would make Two Gods. In like 
«* manner, if he were” | in the fame Eminent 
ſenſe] © Incomprehenfible, and whatever elſe 
« is peculiar to the Father; we acknowledge 
* there would have been juſt ground to charge 
* us with making Two Gods.” 

(i) Quia & Pater illum etiam præcedit; quòd neceſſe eſt 
Prior ſit, qua pater ſit. Quoniam antecedat neceſſe eſt eum 
qui habet Originem, ille qui Originem neſcit. Simul ut hic 


Minor fit &c De Trinit. c. 31. 
(2) Eſt ergo Deus Pater 


ſolus Originem neſciens, in- 


| vifibilis, immenſus, immortalis, æternus, Sc. c 31 
3) Si enim natus non fuiſſet; innatus, comparatus cum eo 


qui eſſet innatus, æquatione in utroque oſtensã duos faceret 
Innatos, & ided duos faceret Des. -i Inviſibilis fuiſſet; 
cum Invifibjli collatus, par expreſſus, duos Inviſibiles oſtendiſſet, 
& ideò duos comprobaſſet & Deos. Si incomprehenſibilis, fi & 
cætera quæcunque ſunt Patris; meritò, dicimus, duorum Deos 
rum controverſiam ſuſcitaſſet. ibid. | 


Me- 


2 90 


P. 143. 


Of the Eternity of God. 


Methodius ſays indeed, as you cite him, that 


Chriſt's © being a Son, is indefinitely expreſſed 


 * without any Limitation of Time.” And yet 


the ſame Author ſtiles him (according to the 
Language of thoſe Times) the (1) firſt-be. 
1 FVFCFF 


« 1 Thpwre youog To N, Nl TPWT OY Bacon, | pe Tay 
1) | | 


tiravwy, x0% Tparo Toy "Apayyinw, Upon which Expreſſions, the 


Learned Valeſius obſerves. Intelligendum, falva æternitate & 


Conſubſtantialitate cum patre, Verbi ejuſdem. Simul in memo- 


riam revocandum, Patres pleroſq; Nicena Synodo priores, 


minus exactè interdum de divinis Perſonis locutos; ut fingilla- 


tim demonſtrat Petavius, lib. 1. de Trinit. cap. 3. Not. 6; inter 


eos quoque Methodium numerans, c. 4, Num. 12. Atq; hinc 


occaſionem Photio datam ſuſpicor admonendi, hoc opus fuiſſe 
depravatum Arianis Opinionibus immiſtis. Quod non obſtat 


quin utiliter edatur; f1 ratio ſimilis non prohibuit quin lauda- 


biliter & bono publico in Lucem producerentur ſcripta Juſtini 
Martyris, Athenagoræ, Tatiani, Theophili, Irenai, Clementis 
utriuſq; Romani & Alexandrini, Origenis, Dionyſii Alexandri- 
ui, Gregorit Thaumaturgi, Luciani Martyris, Tertulliani, Lactan- 


tii, & ſimilium; apud quos multòꝰ duriora in hoc genere le- 


guntur, quam apud Met hodium noſtrum. Valeſ. Not. in Me- 
thodium de Con viv. Virg. P. 33. | 5 
Nonnullis veterum illa de Divinitate ac perſonarum in ea 
diverſitate inſederat opinio, Unum eſſe Summum, ingenitum, 
neq, Greta). deum. Tum autem a fupremo Deo ac 


Patre (verbum] productum eſſe dixerunt, cum hanc rerum 
univerſitatem mohri ſtatuit, ut illum velut Adminiſtrum habe- 
ret. Quam ſententiam alii clariùs, obſcuriùs alii ſignificant, 
Sed iſti fere, Athenagoras, Tatianus, Theophilus, Tertullianus & 
Lactantius. Tam ii vero, quam alii, ut Origenes; Evo, Dig- 
nitate, ac Potentia Superiorem eſſe Verbo Patrem arbitrati ſunt; 
Petav. Theol: Dogm. de Trinit. Tom. 2. l. 1. c. F. 8 7. 
Inter Chriſtianos Doctores, qui ante Nicenam floruerunt Sy- 


nodum, multi præter Origezem] de Trinitatis myſterio parum 


cautè locuti ſunt, Inſincera certè fuit Tatzanz, & Tatiano ve- 
tuſtioris ꝓuſtini, de Trinitate doctrina. In eandem venit crimi- 
nationem Fſeudo- Clemens, venit & Theophilus Antiochenus. In- 
digna vero & intoleranda profuderunt Tertullianus & Lactan- 
tius; Clemens quoq;, Dionyſius, & Pierius, Alexandrini; aliiq; 
complures. Non in 1is ſolum, ſed in aliis etiam ad Chriſt? 
generationem & Spiritus Sancti proceſſionem pertinentibus, & 
hic quem dico Iertullianus, & alii pleriq; ex antiquiſſimis Po- 
ctoribus & Nicenâ ſy nodo anterioribus, Origenis an 
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Qu. VIII. of the Eternit) of God. 

„ gotten, and the firſt Product ion of God, the 
8 © moſt Antient of the Mons” (or Celeſtial 
| Beings,) © and the firſt of the Archangels.” 


Alexander of Alexandria, in the Place above 


referred to, p. 254, and 280,) inſiſts that“ nei- 
© © ther the word, Always; nor Before all Ages; 
« nor any Other Words, amount to the fame 
as being (&yoT@>) Unoriginate or Self-ex- 


| « fiert.” Wherefore (he (1) adds) we muſt 


© © reſerve to the Self-exiſtent” [or Unorigina- 
ted] Father, His peculiar Dignity.” And; 


«© We (2) muſt reſerve to the Father, the pe- 


* culiar Property of Self-exiſtence.” And; (3) 
be Word was not Unoriginate” | or Self- 
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> exiſtent “ For Nothing is Unoriginate, be- 


» © /ides the Father.” And Baſil: (4) But the 
Title (fays he) of Unoriginated, no Man can 


be ſo abſurd as to preſume to give to Any 


Other, than to the Supreme God: Speaking 
of the Perſon of the Father, in expreſs con- 
tradiſtinction both to the Only-begotten and to 


the Holy Spirit. And again: © We (5) know 


gur One Unbegotten [or Self-exijient,]© and 


, (dicam ?) an imperitiam, vel zquirunt vel ſuperirunt, Juſti- 
nus, Athenagoras, Theophilus Antiochenus, Tatianus, ipſe Ter- 
© tullianus, & Lactantius. Huet. Origenian. p. 36, 45. 
I ( I ) ' Ouxgy 7 2 'Ayemytw Tere N  L (wt Suατ . &c. 
» Ehiſe. ad Alex. apud Theodorit. lib. 1. | 
i) Toy Aywnro T6 rep pgro Ginws rupete Odlo. ibid. 
(3) o ani Aryinar©®» ju: by yep AVunrer, 6 Ter. ibid. 

p SF G69: of » — 2 PP — ef 
| (4) A wat 5, 30 E16 TW; ge TUAYTENDG £56 e OE, e H- 
E 2 rep c Ted F200 Tay M Teorayogiura:, Contr. Eunoms 
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Of the Eternity of Cod. ” 


& One Original of all things; even the Father 


4 of our Lord Feſus Chriſt.” 7 7 g 
From theſe Paſſages, the Reader will judę {f 4 
with what Truth you affirm, in your s . 
Firſt Obſervation upon Juſtin, that ſome. 4 
times © &yemr@» is not conſidered as the Per. 1 
e ſonal Character of the Father, and as fg. « 
* nifying Unbegotten; but as it belongs u 
* the To Jaw [the Divine Nature,] and d. , 
notes [only] Eternal, uncreated, immutabk * { 
c Exiſtence,” and ſo © is applicable to the Sono < 


You might as well have ſaid, that Any Word 
ſhall ſignify at any time, whatever you pleaſe 
to have them. Sometimes the word ayanrg | 
ſhall ſignify, Unbegorten ; and then it muſt Þ 
not be an Eſſential, but a Perſonal Character. 
At other times it muſt mean, not unbegotten, 
but only eternal, immutable, uncreated ; and 

then it ſhall not be a Perſonal, but an Eſſential 
Character; including (by a direct contradicti. 
on to the etymology of the Word, as well as to 
the Uſe of it in All Antient Writers, ) both Þ 
Him that is Begotten, as well as him that Þ 

is Unbegotten. In reality, the word «yer, Þ 
as (1) Henry Stephens ' juſtly. obſerves, never 
does nor can ſignity any thing but Unbegotten: 
Nor have you the leaſt Ground from Any 
Antient Writer whatſoever, for any other 
Senſe of it. Particularly This 1s evidently 
the meaning of it in every Paſſage throughout 
the Writings of Juſtin, who never any where 


( 1) Not. in Athevag. P. 19. | 
5 {tiles 
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ſtiles the Son «ywmr@». Tis apparent in all 
jour own Citations from him, and very re- P. 152. 
markably in your N? 4 and 6.“ The (1) Father 
of all, being Unbegotten; — but the Son, 
b © exiſting with him, and being Begotten, & c.“ 
' Your Argument from *«yamr@” being 
a equivalent to dg dg , that therefore 
JJuſtin MUST have believed” (in direct . 133. 
contradiction to his own and all other Chri- 
ſtian Writers expreſs declarations,) © chat &ſt- 
r ,' conſidered as an eſſential Character, 
is applicable to the Son: is juſt ſuch an Ar- 
gument, as if one ſhould prove that St. Paul 
= MUST have believed (in direct contradiction 
to his own Allertion,) that 5 povos #9xwv aJaya- 
ca [who only hath Immortality] is not a pe- 
culiar deſcription of the Inviſible God, becauſe 
*- Others alſo are [Ae Immortal. 

In a Marginal Note you alledge, that the P. 153. 
« Words d t e and dt , with double 
© or ſingle v, have been uſed very promi ſcuouſiy 
© in Authors: And that © the Son is proper- 
u d , as well as the Father,” I an- 
» ſwer: No Antient Chriſtian Writer ever made 
| any other promiſcuous Uſe of the Words, 
. than fo as Always to mean by L,, 

| Unbegotten : And they generally mean the 

er fame alſo by d Y The word dyinmr@» 
indeed may poſſibly ſometimes, [ Stephens brings 


Ld 
— 
3 


t /2) one Inſtance out of Axiſtotle,] in the Pla- 
q (1) To π]¾ĩ! 7 rr, Ainuro dri. 0 30. 
Cy N ud, &c. 

1 (2) Not. in Athenag, P. 19. 


U 3 5 _ Tonick 
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thing, and to the Self-exiſtent God : (Su | 


niſts, ſuppoſed to be produced, not out of Ny. 
thing, but out of the. (1) Subſtance of the 


Writers made not (that I can find) any ſuch 


07 the Eternity if Ged. 


ronick or Stoick Philoſophy ben, not made; 
in oppoſition both to things made out f 10 


were the d /K Ol Jeol of the Sroicks and Plato. 


Self-exiſtent God :) But the Antient Chriſtian 
Diſtin&ion in the Uſe of This Word. When. 


ever they ſtiled God ayamr@>, they meant 


the ſame as [A,] Unbegotten. Or if 
it could be 


prov'd that ane in Theſe 
Writers ever ſignify'd unmade, in Diſtinction 


from Unbegotten; and even "that This Title 


was ever given by them to the Son of God; 


153. 


it would ſtill be nothing to your Purpoſe. It + 


would not hence follow that the Son might be 


ſtiled e, which always and neceſſarily 


lignifies Unbegoiten ;, though the Father who 
is CG. Unbegotien, might unqueſtio- 
ly be ſtiled [aywmr@)] Unmade. But 
indeed; as Juſtin never ſtiled the Son d- 
me, any more than dt ; fo you are 
wrong allo in every one of the Other An- 
tient Writers you alledge to this Purpoſe. 
Ignatius never ſtiles the Son «yirT@. In his 
ſrnaller Epiſtle to the Epbefi ans, cap. 7, he indeed 
once ſtiles him e Tas N nf. CARL 
6 N TVUATNG, FAINT x24 dmaJyg Which 


is the Paſſage, I. ſuppoſe, you mean. But 


"TUE; x is plainly ſet in oppoſition 


(10 Tre F800 aue And. Ai and Ner- 348, 
Simplic. in „ drifies, Ph. fol 5 


only 
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only to Humane Generation : and therefore 
1s nothing to your Purpoſe. Nor does Ire. 
neus, that I can find, ſtile him dr . You 
ſhould have cited the Places, if you had them 
ready; If you mean the word, infectus, in 
the (1) Latin Tranſlation, (in a paſſage which p. 103, 
you refer to more than 'once,) lib. 2, c. 43, 3197. 
al. 25; it is not certain how That was writ in 
the Original. And beſides ; the word, er, 
in That Place, moſt probably refers to the 
Father, not to the Son > As will appear to 2 
| Reader who conſiders the connexion of the 
whole Paſlage. Origen, in (2) one /ingle 
Place, has «yo applyed to the Son But 
the Paſſage is evidently corrupt. For the 
word & , is no where elſe uſed by him 
concerning the Son : And the Senſe of the 
whole Paſſage, and the Terms Tewrorx@» and 
yemors dutoy immediately following, ſhow ſo 
evidently to an attentive Reader the 1inpro- 
priety of ein This place, that Geleni- 
115 the Tranſlator renders it ab eterno genitum, 
| c<iryommro; And tis moſt probable, the true 
| Reading 1 is, yer, Laſtly, Athenagoras's Ls 
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1 nor made, is ſo far from being an 
| Z Argument (as you would inſinuate) that 


(e 


eis applicable to the Son; that, on p, 153. 


(1) Non enim infectus (P probably &fwnr©->, as in Other Pla- 
ces] es, O homo; neque ſemper co-exiſtebas Deo, ficut pro- 
prium ejus Verbum. * You are neither Unoriginate, O Man, 

_ 4 God himſelf is,) nor were you Always With God, as his own 
Mord was: But beginning Now to exiſt,” &C. 

(2) Adv, Celf. lib. 6. P. 287. Ovre bp 70 2 euros legend. 
yernroy £27 den- YevnThG Pur ws ron rener aur alan zi Tis 
Marui, 4 6 Teng &uTW Fur B75 70) FATH% , &c. 
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the contrary, in the very Paſſage you refer to, 


he is expreſsly ſtiled imma, IIgd ro m 


Yai TO MATCH BY, Os Eo, NM. | 
Your Second Obſervation upon Juſtin, (vis, 
that ſince “ God's being e and dpbag. 


is ſuppoſed the very Ground and Founda- 


tion of being God, — therefore if the Logos 
he not, in this Senſe, ae and dg re, 
be is not God, according to Juſtin *) is ex- 
actly as ridiculous, as it a Man ſhould argue, 
that ſince, according to St. Paul, God's being 
* rhe Father, of whom are all things,” is de- 


A 


dlared to be the very Ground and Foundation 
of his being The © One God; therefore 

if the Son be not © the Father, of whom || 
are all things,” he is not God at all, accord- 


ing to St. Paul. I wonder a Man of your 
Abilities ſhould not be aſhamed to argue in 


this manner. * . 
Your Third Obſervation upon 7uſtin, is juſt 


ſuch another Argument, to prove, that becauſe 


Juſtin ſtiles the Son [9s] God, Ct . N 


'@1 T8 948] as being the Firſt-begotten of God; 


and * the SAME” reaſon MUST bold,” 
why he MIGHT juſily ſtile him “ G or 


« wyereow wn txov,” Self-exiftent or not generated 


at all; therefore *tis manifeſt uſtin DOES 


*% make him to be od, in bis own proper 


&« Perſon e Though Fuſtin bimſelf, on the 


contrary, Expreſsly tells us his Opinion, 


and diſtinfily and largely inſiſts upon it, 
that He who, in talking with Moſes, ſti- 


Jed himſelf 1 Am, and God of Abraham, was 


(1) NOT 
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(i) NOT himſelf The Creator of all things, 
but his Meſſ2nger, miniſtring to his Will. What 


Ip e N LIED . 7 
TTT oro tgge = 


Ks 
e 


Apol. 2. 


for treating him in This manner, I leave to 
your own Ingenuity to conſider, . De 
Your Fourth Obſervation upon Juſtin, is, 


that his taking notice that (2) he Father, 
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Sztisfaction you ought to make your Reader 


P. 154, 
152. 


as being Lax, -] Seif-exiſtent, bas no 


Name; and his © repeating immediately after, 
« the Obſervation of having no Name, and ap- 


„ plying it to the Son, obſerving that neither 


« He properly has any Name; — ſeems to inſi- 
nate his Co eternity :? That is, (if your 
Argument has Any connexion in it,) ſuch a 


co. eternity as implies being [ «yinros] 7 


exiſtent, I anſwer ; Juſtin s (3) Words, far 
from ſignifying that the Son © has no Name,” 
denote This only ; that as the Father has pro- 
perly no Name at all, ſo even the Name itſelf 
which the Sen has, [viz. Chriſt,] is of a 


| Sipnification unknown in its full extent. And, 


far from inſinuating that «ywmros is in Any 
ſenſe © applicable to the Son,” Juſtin in this 
very ſentence ſtiles him yep, in' expreſs 
oppoſition to d So entirely void of 


all foundation, are every one of your Obſerva- 
tions, | | 


(1) *Ouy, einne Tay o, 35a F505 6 79 Matt s 6uvTHY He 

87 i 

Jeey Ap 

perry. Dial, cum Tryph. | | 
JJ, — 7 | \ \ 0 / » N » 

(2) "Oven Ta mruvTHy Tarps Fro, AYevitTa br, 5% zg. 
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Before I leave Fuftin, I cannot but take ng. 
tice of your great unfairneſs in telling your N 
Reader, that Juſtin and Other Antient Write [| 


FEI — — — F 
= - — — n — 2 — — 
— SS SES BIS * Ga — — Ta 

e — 
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P. 256, * ſuppoſed the whole Trinity to create, ai H 
3 © Tere, in Concert?“ That © the 'AvJerria, the the 
© Deſigning part, was thought moſt Properly tob᷑ tei 
&* reſerved to the Father, as the firſt Perſon” Pe 
But © whether they went upon any ſolid Rea. 
„ ſons* in this point, © zs not very materi. © 
ry al That © theſe are Things not to be t 
I © rigorouſly interpreted. In the whole, they 
© bave a Very good meaning, N "The 8 
reaſon of all This Shifting, is very evident. 
All Antiquity, (as I have above ſhown at large,) Þ 
is uniformly, conſtantly, and largely Againſt Þ 
vou (and you yourſelf alſo ſometimes again 
Jour ſelf) in This point. "Avgwria never fig- Þ 
P. 157. nifies the © Deſgning part, but always the 
Authoritative or Commanding part. The Anti- 
ents unanimouſly and without exception agree, 
(and found the Unity of God upon it,) that Þ 
the Will of the Father only, is the Firſt Cauſe Þ 


of All things. And no Antient Writer ever 
{aid (with regard to the point of Authority,) Þ 
T. 15%. that the Three Perſons © created in Concert, 
any more than a Man and bis own Hands were 

ever {aid to do any thing in Concert, Which 

is the very reaſon, why © che Son and Hoy 

F. 157. „ Spirit are frequently ſtiled, Manus Patris, 
the Hands (as it were) of the Fat ber; (or, 

às Jrenæus calls them, inenarrabile miniſterium, 
his ineæpreſſible Miniſtry; Doing every thing 
as much according to the Mill of the Farber, 
= as 


— 


oy 
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ligent) always fulfill the Will of the Man. 


= The like unfairneſs there is, in your ſay ing, 
= Hypoſtaſis or © Per ſon? When you well know, 
the word Hypoſtaſts, among the Antient Wri- 
ters we are now ſpeaking of, never ſignified 
= Perſon, but Subſtance. But to proceed, —{_ 
 Arthenagoras, ſpeaking emphatically of the 
” unoriginate underived eternity of the Father, 
ſays that Chriſtians cannot be Atheiſts, becauſe. 


they believe (1) © in one unbegotten and Eter- 
«* nal God, &c.“ And again: (2) © That the 
« Unbegotten God, is alone Eternal.” In the 


© fame ſenſe as St. Paul affirms, o pies tywv 


- X 

«gayaoiay, that He only hath Immortality.“ 
Tertullian, (as has been before obſerved, 

and you yourſelf take notice,) is ſo preſumptuous, 


| as expreſsly to deny the Eternity of the Son, 


as à Son. 3 
The Apoſtolical Conſtitutions affirm the One 


unbegotten God, the Father, to be (3) Alone : 


Eternal. 


Novatian deſcribes God the Father, as being 
(4) alone unoriginated and Eternal. 


Arnobius moſt magnificently deſcribes the un- 


originate Eternity of God the Father, in Theſe 


Words. (5) © Is not He alone Unbegotten, 


o 


(1) "Eva Toy c1/ vyrov x dle Soor. P. 37. 

(2) MA c- 6 ie Yeo. P. 122. . 

(3) "Aidoy 2 22 ver cuidleg. lib. 6. c. II. 
(4 ) Solus Originem neſciens,—/Eternus, &c. c. ZI. 

5) Nonne Solus ingenitus, immortalis, & perpetuus ſolus 
eſt? Quis caput & fons rerum eſt? non ipſe ? Cui debet æter- 


nitas hoc ipſum, quod nuncupatur æternitas? non ipſi? Adv. 
Gent, lib, 2. P. 95. ' | 


Ee 
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Jas a Man's Hands (ſuppoſing they were intel- 
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P. 158. 


P. 145; 


300 Of the Eternit) of Cod. 
immortal, and alone Eternal? Who is it 
« that1s the Original and Fountain of Thing) 
* 1s it not He? To whom does Eternity it. 
« ſelf owe its being Eternity?“ oh 
From what has been ſaid, it abundantly ap- 
pears, that whatever Notion the moſt Ortho. 
dox of the Antient Fathers had, concerning 
the Eternal Generation of the Son; yet, evi 
dently, they none of them underſtood it in 
ſuch a Senſe, as to ſuppoſe that the Perſon he. 

. gotten had abſolutely, as a Perſon, the ſame 
neceſſary and independent Exiſtence with th: 
Father who begat him. For which Notion, 
you have neither one Text of Scripture, not 
one Teſtimony of any one Antient Writer Þ 
whatſoever, the whole Tenour both of 
Scripture and Antiquity being moſt evidently Þ 
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QUERY IX. 


Whether the divine Attributes, Omniſcience, 
Ubiquity, &c. thoſe individual Attributes, 
can be communicated without the divine E[- 


ſence, from which they are inſeparable ? 


Anſw. O This Query, it is evidently a 

| ſufficient Anſwer, to obſerye that 

v. 164 © Individual Attributes” can neither be com- 
municated wi-h nor without the Eſſence; Be- 
cauſe Communication of an Individual, without 
the Communicator's parting with it, is ſuppo- 


ſing 


Qu. IX. Of the Unity of God. 301 
„ fing it to be bt an individual; and is conſe- 
1 quently a Contradiction in Terms. . 
But you inſiſt upon it, that the Son © hath p. 174. 
« the individual Attributes of God the Fa- 
« ther,” and © the individual Eſſence : For 
otherwiſe he muſt be a Creature only: And 
« therefore the Queſtion, in plain terms, is, 
« whether the Son be God or a Creature.” 1 
anſwer. To have the individual Ejence aud 
Attributes of the Father, is to be the Father. 
For, What is any Thing, Being, or Perſon, but 
That individual Eſſence and Attributes, by 
which it is That Thing, Being, or Perſon, 
Which it is, and not Another? The queſtion 
therefore ariſing from what you here lay 
down, is, in plain Terms, neceſſarily This; 
Whether the Son be the Father, or a Crea. 
ture? To which, the Anſwer you ſhall make 
for yourſelf, will ſerve alſo for Me. The 
Foundation you here go upon, is, that Mat- 
ever is, muſt be either God or a Creature, 
Now the ozly Ground, on which the Truth 
of this Diq̃unction relies, is This; that every 
thing mult of neceſſity be either originated or 
unoriginated, If therefore the Terms God 
and Creature, in your Disjunction, be equi- 
valent to anoriginated and originated; you 
charge the univerſal Church of Chriſt in all 
Ages, (and jourſelf alſo, though not in a con- 
iſtent manner,) with making the Son a Crea- 
ture. But it you underſtand the Terms in 
any other Senſe, your disjunction is 20 dia- 
junction; becauſe there may be a Median 
between that which is «b/olutely unoriginate, 
pda ea gc = 3 
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Of the Unity of Cod. 
and that which is originated after any particy- 
lar manner. Ea: 7 8 

Again: Is not Se Hexiſtence an Attribute 
of God the Father? And are not all the At. 
tributes of God the Father, #noriginateq? 
How then can the Son have the di vidual 
Attributes and Eſſence of God the Father, 
and yet not be znoriginate ? In reality, your 
Aſſertion here is downright Sabellian; ma. 
| king the Son to be, not 014080105» but ToAvT801- 
cs and owoyroparos With the Father, nay to 
be the Father himſelf. For, what is the indi. 
vidual Efſence and Attributes of the Father, 
but the Father himſelf ? If the Son therefore, 
as you affirm, has Both theſe ; he is plainly the 
Father. Or elſe, What is it that diſtinguiſhes 
the Son from the Father? If you fay, the 
Perſonal Attributes; then you deſtroy your 
Firſt Aﬀertion. For the Perſonal Attributes 
of the Father being unqueſtionably the I. 
„ dividual Attributes of the Father ,” the 
Son, according to your own Argument, muſt 
either have theſe perſonal Individual Attributes 
of the Father, or elſe not have © the indivi- 
ce dual Eſſence.” But if the Father is a mere 
Name, Mode, or Relation only; tell us ſo 
without Diſguiſe, and then I ſhall know who 
is my Adverſary. Twas very difficult for 
me here to ſuppoſe, that while you are fof- 
tively affirming that the Son hath the © indi- 
* vidual Attributes of God the Father,” you 
could mean on the contrary, that he hath 
NOT the individual Attributes of the Fa- 
ther, but diſtinct indiviaual Attributes of his 

| OWN 


ou. X. Of the Unity of Cod. 303 
Joum; equal to thoſe of the Father, though 
derived from him. And yet, from Other Parts 
Jof your Book, this ſeems to be your real 


meaning, while you are here diſguiſing abſo- 

+ late Tritheiſm in Sabellian Terms. | 

Thus have I made good the Anſwer to 

your Query; and might juſtly be excuſed in 

not meddling at all with the Metaphyſical A- 

© myements, in which yon have here indulged 

your Imagination through ſeveral Pages. They 

are really nothing to the Purpoſe of the Diſ- 

pute between us. Yet, that you may not 

from my Silence pretend you had offered 

= ſomething which could not be anſwered; I 

© ſhall endeavour, in ſome brief Remarks, to 

= ſhow you the Abſurdities your manner of 

- reaſoning here abounds with. 

Iou begin with telling me, that you © have p. 164. 

4 caind one Point, in knowing what Dr. Clarke _ 

means by All divine Powers.“ That is; I 

have made this great Diſcovery to you, that 

the Doctor by the divine Powers of the Sor, 

does not mean the divine Powers of the Fa- 

ther; and that, by Authority and Powers de- 

| rived, he does not mean Autbority and 

* Powers wnoriginated, independent, aud un- 

* derived. 5 

In the next place, upon That Maxim of 5. 265. 

the Doctor, that Neceſjary Agents [ falſeaxyx 

called Agents] are no Cauſes, and do not pro- 

perly act; you obſerve, that © this is ve- 

* ry true of all Finite neceſſary Agents 

Bat (you ask,) does it therefore follow” 

that all the Acts of the Divine Nature, 
V 1 are 


1 
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| « are Voluntary and Free, none Natural a 

14 &« Neceſſary?” I anſwer. The Eence of A 

15 on, being the Exerting of Power ; and tiff 

14 Original of all Exerting of Power, being th he 
14 Will; it neceſſarily follows that every A T. 
— [not of the Divine Nature, as you alſurd as 
1 expreſs it; for No Nature is any ge 
ll But every Act ] of God, is Voluntary and Free m 
Sf none naturally Neceſſary, The Inſtances you be 
= alledge to the contrary, of God's Wiſam | 

5 | Goodneſs, Self-Complacency, and the like; (tha t! 
. 1s, his ſeeing the Relations of Things, then t 
9 Agreements and Diſagreements; and hit 7 
| knowing and Approving what is fit and right) * 
| theſe are Necej/ary indeed, but they are nat 
1 Acts. They are no more Acts of God, than? 
4 


his Omzipotence, Eternity, or Ommnipreſence; 

which reſult from the neceſſary Exiſtence and 
Perfection of his Nature, and not from his 

Mill. They are therefore Modes of Perfecti. 

on of Exiſtence, But whenever God acts or 

does any thing, conformably to this Know Þ 

1 lege, Judgement, and eApprobation of Things; Þ 

8 this actual exert:oz of his Power, does not 

. proceed from Neceſſity of Nature, but from 

his free Vill. For which reaſon, Thazks are 

due to him for every Good thing he Docs; 

but no man returns him Thazks for his be- 

ing Omniſcient or Omnipreſent or Eternal, 

f. 16s, But you © ſcruple not to aſſert, that by 

*. the ſame abſolute Neceſſity of Nature that 

« the Father exiſts, he exiſts as a Father. 

It ſo, then the Father is no more [Ar as 

Baſil (tiles him] the Carſe of the * * 

; SITE ii; 
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iſtence, than he is of his own. He is evi- 
dently no more Father of the Son, than of 
Himſelf. He no more Begat the Son, than 
he begat his own Reaſon or Underſtanding. 


The Son is as Self-exiſtent, and Unbegotten, 
as the Father z becauſe he exiſts by the 


FF © ſame abſolute Neceſſity of Nature,” which 
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i the ſame. But the Prime Objection againſt 


makes the Father to be Self-exiſtent and Un- 
— . ²ĩ K...... 

What follows, from hence to the End of P. 166 
this Chapter, amounts briefly to This; that "7 
there are as great Difficulties in explaining the 
Manner of the Divine Omnipreſence, and of ſe- 
veral other Things, as there are in the expli- 
cation of your Notion of the Trinity: Aud 
therefore Your Notion ought not to have ſuch 
Difficulties objected to it. I anſwer : 

1ſt. Suppoling the Difficulties were equal, 
(as they by no means are,) yet there would 
be zo Conſequence in your Argument. The 
Divine Omnipreſence is agreed on Both ſides, 
to be a Truth demonſtrated by Reaſon, and af- 
firmed in Scripture. Difficulties in conceiving 
the Manner of ſuch an acknowledged Truth, 
are in no degree any juſt Objection againſt 
the Truth itſeif. Now were the thing you 
contended for, either a Propgition demon- 
ſtrated by Reaſon, or anywhere affirmed in 
Scripture , the Caſe would then indeed be 


Jour Notion, is, that it is zowhere found in 
Scripture, nor deduced by any juſt Conſequence 
from Scripture ;, and is moreover impoſſible to 
be e Now impoſſibility of being un- 

5 3 der ſtood, 
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Caſe. There is no Compariſon between the 


thefts. 


apprehending of the Divine Omnipreſence, or 
any other Truth whatſoever. The Difficulty 


Of the Unity of God. L 
derſtood, is a very juſt Objection againſt 
unproved Hypotheſis, theugh it would not be 


But 24h). This is indeed by no means the | 
Difficulties in your Hypotheſis, and thole in the 


in your Hypotheſis, (beſides its having 20 Foun- 


ceſſarily, according to you, more Supreme 


rate); that they have © ſome common 
. © Ties or Bands of Union, winch we call eſ- 


dation in Scripture,) is This. Tis undeni- 
able that He, who ig abſolutely Supreme over 


All, having no Superiour, and who owes 1. 


thing to Any, but every thing ewes all that 
they are, aud have, to Him; is The Supreme 
God. But now, according to J, there are 
More than One, abſolutely Supreme over all, 
having uo Superiour, aud who owe nothing to 


Au, but every thing owes all that they are, 


and have, to Them, There are therefore ne- 


Gods than One. The only Anſwer you have 
to make, is, that they do not *© ex/7 ſepa- 


« ſential eAitriputes and Perfections:,” that 
they are eſſentially 7z/#þarable, and undivi- 
ded. But what difference (I beſcech you) 
does This make in the Point in . 
0 | re 


ſo againſt an acknowledged Truth. To Wa 
Purpoſe then is it, to compare Difficultis 
here? as if a diſputed Hypotheſis would be evet 
the Truer, for proving that there were a; | 
great Difficulties of Conception in ſome 
rnmndifputed Truth, as in That diſputed Hits. 


CD. — 1 C2 3 4 So 
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Are not Two eſſentially undivided Saßreme 

JJ Gods, as really Two Supreme Gods, as if they 

had been divided? What you call therefore 

„ makings One Subſtance,” is not the ſame 

IF thing, as making „0% God” Now, what 7. 3. 
difficulty, like This, can you find in Any ac- 
knowledged Truth? Why, Suppoſing God 

to be Szb/antially, and not virtually only; 


really, and not potentially only, Omnipreſent ; 


you ask, whether the Divine Sub//ance preſent 


in Heaven, and the Divine Subſtance preſent 


in Earth, be © real diſtinet Beings, or no; p. 166, 


be © the ſame individual Subſtance,” or no. ©294 
| anſwer : Whatever it be, or be not, in 
That ſctitious imaginary language which ex- 
preſſes only our metaphyſical manner of concei- 


dig things, is of no Importance. Tis till 

= cqually, in whatewer imperfect ways our imagi- 

nation conceives it, the Subſtance of That Ore 

Individual Intelligent Living eAzent who made 

and governs all things, and whoſe 72dividual 

Attributes All the Attributes of the Hole Sub- 
auc are. See below, on Query XIX and 
1 XXIX. | | 


But then you alledge, that there are ſeve- P. f, 
ral © Sezſes of the word Individual;” that © 73+ 
* Tou Dave Jour Senſe of Individual, and We 
* Pave Ours; And you challenge us to © fx 
* a certain Principle of Individuation, a thing 
uch wanted.” I anſwer, This is merely 
chrowing Duſt in your Reader's Eyes. There 
is and can be but Oh oy Senſe of the word 


| Individual; and the Principle of Inuividuati- 


% 1s-a Self-evideut thing. ?Tis That, by 
| 33 Which 


Se mons 
P. 144. 


Of the Unity of Cod. 


which Any One Thing, be it Simple or Coy BY 
plex, is THAT One thing which it is, and! 
not Another. Two Beings therefore may h 
One [complex] Being: But they cannot Fi 
ther of them be That One Being, which Thi 
is; neither can This be That One Being, which 


Either of Them is. Two Subſtances may be! 


One [complex] Sulſtance: But they canna ! 


Py —_—_--... a4 r 


Either of them be That One Sul ſtauce, which! 
This is; neither can This be That One Sub. 


lance, which Either of 'Them is. Two Bodies 
may be Oze [complex] Body): But. they can. 
not Either of them be That One Body which! 

This is; neither can This be That One Boch, 
which Either of Them is. And the like holds 
true of Perſons, Agents, Governours, or | 


whatever you pleaſe. Two intelligent Agent; 
therefore, however «undivided in Subſtance or 
in whatever other Reſpect you pleaſe, cannot 


be One intelligent Agent. Two Firſt Cauſes, 
cannot be Ore Firſt Cauſe, Two Supreme 


Lords, cannot be One Supreme Lord, Two 


Supreme Gods, cannot be One Supreme God: 


any otherwiſe than by taking the word God 
in a complex Senſe, as | nomen multitudinis] à 
general Name; or, (to expreſs it in your ow! 
words,) “ ing the word God in à large iu. 


& definite ſenſe, not denoting any particular 


« Perſon :, juſt as the word Man 3s often uſed 


in Scripture, not denoting any particular 


„* 


Mar, but Man in General, or Mau indefi- 
« zitely,” Is not this a fine iſſue, for Chri- 


ſtians to put the Unity of God upon; the 


maintaining of which, our Saviour tells us, 


15 
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is the FirſÞ and Great Commandment ? You 


309 


have no way, that I can perceive, to defend 


Tour Notion ; that will not as well or better 
ſerve the Cauſe of the Heathen Polytheiſm. 
They had a Notion of Union, and They had 


ſuch a Notion of Conſubſtantiality, as you ſeem 


to have framed to yourſelf ; and yet they did 


not pretend, that their Subordinate Deities 
were equally Supreme with, or 1dentically one 


and the ſame with, the one Supreme God aud 
Father of all, They were indeed Idolaters, 


but not ſo truly Polytheiſts, as Jou are. 
In oppoſition to Dr. Clarke's Aphoriſm, that 


Nothing Individual can be Communicated 


without the Communicators parting with it; 


after the forementioned Confuſedreſs about 


the Notion of Individual, you obſerve that 
the W:ſdom of God, ({uppoling him to be 
Subſtantially and not Virtually ouly Omnipre- 
ſent,) © 7s one individual infinite Wiſdom, 
& which is entirely in the Whole, and entire- 
* ly in every Part: Proper, in ſome Senſe, to 
« each ſingle Part; and yet common to all, 
* Diffuſed through extended Subſtance, yet not 
* c6-extended. It is ſuppoſed that the 
* Whole Wiſdom is Communicated to one 2 i 
* ticular part, and yet remains whole and un- 


© communicated i the Other pasta.“ I am 


perſwaded, had any one argued in this man- 


ner againſt Jau, you would either have been 


very angry, or greatly deſpiſed the Weakneſs 


of ſuch Reaſoning. In the „ißt place, to talk 
of Parts of the Divine Subſtance, inſtead of 
Partial eApprehenſions of its infinite Preſence, 

5 3 ac- 


P. 171, 
172. 


P. 294. 


3 15 1 Of the Omnipreſence of Cod. 


according to our imperfect Conceptions in 
 Metaphyjicks ; is very improper. . In the vext | 
place; is there any thing in this Argument of 


yours, that has any Likeneſs to a Communic. 


Is the Wiſdom of God in one part of the Uni. 
verſe, © communicated” by him to Himſel 
in another part of the Univerſe? Has the 
Divine Subſtance in One place, any Wiſden 
which is (in y Senſe) Proper to it in 
That Place, or diſtin& from the Wiſdom of 


of God, a Power or Perfection, One Power or 


Nor is there in reality any more Difficulty in 
conceiving 1757 is, than in conceiving other the 


moſt certain and evident Things. For in- 


where? And is not every Truth, the ſame 
7adividual Truth every where? Are not theſe 
entirely in the whole, and entirely in every 
Part of the Univerſe; and yet zot co:xtend- 
ed? You ſee therefore, that you here propoſe 
no Difficulties, bur what lie equally againſt 
ſome of the plaineſt and moit unqueſtioned 
Truths in Nature. And indeed, ſo far as 
they are Objections at all, they are Objections 
againſt the very Exiſteuce of God; being 
equally fo upon A poſſible Notions what- 


ever, and therefore very any urged 
againſt Auy. 


Jcan- 


tion of Individuals? Does God the Faths 
“Communicate to himſelf his own Attributes! 


God in any other Place? Is not the V iſdon 


Per fection, of the MW hole Divine Subſtance ? 


ſtance: Is not This zndividuc! "Moment ol 
Iime, the ſame 1naividual Moment ever) 
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I cannot conclude this Head, without com- 

ext BE plaining of your #2rigÞteonſmeſs in talking of 
Hands employed Againſt THE Doctrine of V. 170. 
ca the Bleſſed Trinity; and of © Reaſon P. 173: 
er BY © againſt THE Doctrine of the Trinity ,” 
and of © THE Doctrine of the Bleſſed Tri- 

ni. © nity {anding or falling!“ When by theſe 

el words you do not mean The Doctrine de- 

he livered in Scripture, but your Own Hypotheſis 
for explication of That Doctrine; Which you 

in have no more Right, than They who oppoſe 
you, preſumptuouſly to call THE Doctrine 

„ of the Bleſſed Trimty. | = 


ws - 


r Again. © Reaſon” (you tell me) is what I F. 73. 
? 5 © chiefly truſt to; And, © if the Doctrine is 
n © to ſtand or fall by this kind of Reaſon- 


je © zag, &c.“ Whereas, you know, tis Scrip- 
tus I conſtantly appeal to; and from which 
| youare continually indeavouring to withdraw 
| me, by Pretences (and by Pretences only) of 
the Authority of Later Writers. 


: And whereas you ſay well; © Jet us be P. 273. 
j * content to ſtop where it becomes us: And . 
- | © if they chooſe to reſt in generals, without any 
e | © Hypotheſis at all, —this is the very Thing 
| © which we deſire in regard to the Bleſſed 
| * Trinity, = -and then we may ſ994 come to a 
„good Agreement,” I anſwer: It by THE 
* Trinity you here mean the Trinity any 
where mentioned in Scripture, J here join iſſue 
with you, and we are come to a good Agree- 
ment, But it hereby you mean a particular 
Metapiyfical Hypotheſis ; I delire the Reader 
agaln carefully ro obſerve, that how poſſible 
4 ſoever 


312 ” 
ſoever ſuch an Hypotheſis might be, (as | b. | 


be ſhown to have a certain Foundation in“; 


* faint Reſemblances,” but an Expreſs Image. 
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think yours is not,) yet it would not at al þ- 
follow that it was really True, till it could! 


Scripture, which is the only Rule of Re. 


vealed Truth. } 
Query X. 1 
Whether, if they (the Attributes | belonging | 
to the Son) be not individually the ſame, 1 C 


they can be any thing more than faint Re. | | ? 
ſemblances of them, differing from them asc 
Finite from Infinite; and then in what | \ 
Senſe, or with what Truth can the Doctor 1 
pretend, that all divine Powers, except ab- | 
ſolute Supremacy and Independency, are 
communicated to the Sou? And whether 
every Being, beſides the one Sufreme Being, 
muſt not neceſſarily be a Creature and Fi- 
_ nite ; and whether all divine Powers can be 
communicated to a Creature, Infinite Per- 
fection to a Finite Being ? 


ae TS 8 
e er 3 — Lo 


_ Anſw. A LL the Queſtions you here put, 


are entirely wide of the True 
Point in Debate. The Queſtion is zot, what 
the Attributes belonging to the Son, Can 
(or Can not) © be,” according to Our Fancies in 
Philoſophy ; but what the Scripture ſays they 
Are. And the Scripture ſays they are, not 


The 


1 L 7 u. X. Of the Unity of Cod. | | 31 3 
sIrne Queſtion is not, whether every Being 

al (in the metapbyſical Senſe of the word Being, 
ud e beſides the One Supreme Being, | muſt, or! 

in . muſt not, neceſſarily, be a Creature and Fi. Sec above, 
e. „ nite but whether, in the Theological ſenſe,® . 

Any Agent, Being, Perſon, or Any Other what- 

ſoever, beſides the Father, of whom are all 
7 things, (however united or not united with 
him in metaphyſical Being or Subſtance,) can 
be (according to St. Paul) THAT ONE GOD, 
4 tbe Father, of whom are all things; can be THE 
e ON GOD and Father of all, who is above all. 
The Queſtion is not, what © Powers Can (or 
cannot) © be communicated to a Creature but 
t |: whether all the Powers aſcribed in Scripture - 
to the Son of God, are not perfectly conſiſtent 
uith the Father's being ſtill Alone THE ONE 
* | GOD, the Father (or Firſt Cauſe, ) of whom are 
all chings, NES ns 
» | That the Attributes of the Son are not P. 1-4; 
© Individually the ſame” with the Attributes 
of the Father, I affirmed for This reaſon; be- 
cauſe the Oze are Derived, the Other Underi- 
ved. Both of which, one and the ſame © In- 
( dividual” cannot be, at one and the ſame 
time. To This you reply, that by denying 
them to be © individually the ſame,” I mean p. 175. 
that they are not Divine.” How ſo? Why, 
* becauſe nothing is Divine at all, that is not 
* to © in the ſame Senſe, and in as High a Senſe, p. 55. 
Las the Father Himſelf.” Then nothing (it 
ſeems) is Divine at all, that is not abſolutely 
of” itſelf, unoriginate, unbegotten, underived, 

; | | N , e Mm. 


214 Of the Unity of God. L 
independent on Any. Or elſe, the nt having | 
theſe Perfections, is as High, and the ven 
fame, as having them. 4 

There is the greater Iniquity in This Que. e 
ry of yours, becauſe you yourſelf lometims {cc 
(though very inconſiſtently) deny the Att. ao 
butes of the Son to be individually 71 Ol 
« ſime” with the Attributes of the Father, “ 
For, to have the ſime © individual ” Eflence N or 
and Attributes, 1s to be, not 0pc08i05, Dot = th 
Tis 80ins 7 rae) (which was the Doctrine of BY d 
the Council of Nice; . but rb g, Nonnen, ZE! al 

ponelrer@ with the Father: Which is whit 12 
the Menue and Poſi-Nicene (1) Writers, and! 
you jour ſelf allo condemn. 
P. 760. But to proceed, You ask; Why not Two Fit | 
“ Perſons infinitely perfect in ALL Other re 4 
« (pets, as well as &c.” And 1, in return, Þ 
ask: Can a Begotten perſon, be Unbegotten ? 2 
Derived Perſon, Underived 2 Or, is Having all 
Perfection and all Dominion abſolutely in and 
of Himſelf, original, under wed, 8 N 
on Any; no Pes feFion at all : 3 
P. 179, - You here repeat again, that “he true State 
the Queſtion, as appears Now, is, whether 
« (od the Sen be a Creature.” To This, 1 
have above given a clear and auſtin Anſwer, 
pag. 301. 
Laſtly; you ask, whether“ the Divine 
=P, $7Ms* Powers communicated to the Son,” be fi. 


17 55 180. 


Tt) Athanaſ. Expoſ. Fid. Epiphan, Hareſ. 76, N. 7, Bail. 
. Epiſt. 300. Hu de Sy nod. P. 241, 


Do. x1. Of the Unity of Cod. 
nie Powers” or © infinite,” And you 
/, that words may be uſed in their True 


and Proper Meaning.” In reply, I alſo ask 
ain: When you affirm the Powers and Per- 
I $&:4tions of the Son to be abſolutely infinite, 
JJao you herein include, or not, (that “ words 


„ may be uſed in their True and Proper Mean- 


e. ing,”) the Perfe&ions of Self-exiſtence, Un- 


orig inatene ſo, and abſolute Independency 2 Or are 


Þ ES theſe, which are the Ground of all Other Perfe- 


4 of | 


| # ions, themſelves no Perfection at all? But This 
allo I have already conſidered above, pag. 223, 


AQv:iry,;:X: 


© TPhether if the Doctor means by divine Powers, 
Porters given by God (in the ſame Senſe as 
Angelica! Powers are divine Powers,) only in 
a higher Degree than are given to other Be- 
inge; it be not equivocating, and ſaying no- 
thing: Nothing that can come up to the 
Senſe of thoſe Texts before cited, or to theſe 
following? „ 8 


Applied 
To the one God. | T9 God the Son. 
Thou, even Thou, Allthings were made 
art Lord alone ; Thou | by him, John 1. 3. By 
haſt made Heaven, the | him were all things 
Heaven of Heavens Created; He is before 
with all their Hoſt, the | all things, and by him 
Earth, and all things] all things Conſiſt, Co- 
that are therein, &c.] 4%. 1. 16, 17. 
Neb. 9. 6. f 


In 


315 


P. 185. Anſw. | 
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In the Beginning, 
God Created the Hea- 
vens and the Earth, 
Gen, 1.1. 


Beginning, haſt lt 
the Foundation of th 


anſwered in what has been alread 


, faid under the foregoing Heads. "The © D. 
vine Powers given” to the Son, are not at 
all of © che ſame ” kind, or © only in à higbef 
Degree than © Anpelical Powers; but to- 
tally of a different kind, For, to the Son is 
committed All Judgment, Joh. 5, 22: But to 


Angels is committed No Degree of the Power 
of Judgment at all. . 
To affirm that the Powers committed to the 
Son, are the very ſame as His who has not hing 
committed to him, but has All Perfections and 
All Dominion abſolutely in and of Himſelf, ori. 
ginal, underived, and independent on Any : 
This is certainly * equivocating and ſaying no- 
« zbing ;” and is alſo directly contrary to the 
Senſe of all the Texts referred to. For the 
Powers of the Son are all there ſpoken of, as 
committed to him from the Father. And when 
*tis affirmed that all things were made by | or 
Through} Him, and that by [or in] him were 
all things created, and that He laid the 
Foundation of the Earth, and the like; the 


Sacred Writers in the fulleſt and moſt expreſs 


words 


Thou, Lord, int | 


Earth; and the Her 
vens are the Work oi 


thy Hands, Heb. 1. 10 


"HIS Query has been abundantly L 
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words declare their Meaning to be, that God 
created all things by | or through) Him. 


When therefore you ſay, tig plain from p. 18. 


z « theſe Texts, that the Son was endowed with 
% Creative Powers; you deſtroy your own 


Argument. For, not the being © endowed 


Ya A Ho nant os DT 4 ot 1 2 : 
7 25 1 AO 2 Las 2 1 - — 5 * 9 
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« ther (you ſay) 7s primarily, the Son ſecon- 
« darily Author of the World,” And © Crea- 
gion ig primarily and eminently attributed 
« to the Father, becauſe of his 'AvYwtia, his 
% Supremacy and——Original Efficiency.” 
The © General Opinion of the Antients center- 
« ed in this, that the Father, as Supreme, iſ- 
i ſued out Orders for the Creation of the Uni- 
e verſe, and the Son executed them.“ Where- 
fore let no Man be offended if the Son be 


= ſometimes ſaid Urner re and vTeeyey, to Serve 


„ with” Any © Powers ” whatſoever, but the 
27 having All Powers abſolutely in and of bim- 
elf, original, underived, and independent on 
Au, is the © diſtinguiſhing Character of the 
One Supreme God.” And indeed your whole 
'F: Diſcourſe upon this Head, is nothing but a 
7 heap of repeated Contradictions. The Fa- 


P. 183. 


P. 184. 


and to Miniſter.” The“ Dehpn of all this, 


40 75 


to frenify, that the Unity ultimately 


« reſolves into Unity of Principle, One Ag. 


“Head, Root, Fountain of all.“ And the 
Ancients, ©* for the Greater Majeſty and Dig- 


. * nity of the Father, ſuppoſe him to iſſue out 


„Orders, or to give bis Fiat for the Creation, 
and the Son to execute.” TET at the 
ſame time (it ſeems,) notwithſtanding all 

5 6 This 


Þ 


„ i 


P. 188. 


318 


66 4 


Of the Unity of Cod. 


© work of Creation E ALL to Both; to 15 
« Fon as much, as to the Father.“ And „t 


Son is as truly and properly Gn as the 
Father. And, notwithſtanding the Father; 


. 
[Fc 
« yreme in the rid Senſe,” or he could na 8)" 
&& be properly God,” And the Subordinatin Þ* 
muſt be only “ 4 Subordination of Oraer, ot 
* SOME Priority of Order ;? viz. in the mere 


5 Supremacy,” and © iſſuing out Orders as Sy. 
« preme;” yet the Son too, muſt be © $y 


. Placing of Words. And © the Antients, in 
5 aſe zoning to the Three Perſons ſeveral Part 
* or Provinces in the Work of Creation,” did 
fo only © as it were,” and © had a Very good 
„ meaning and intent” in it; and © are not 
« to be ſtrictly and rigorouſly interpreted; 3 
Deſign of their tio ſtrongly aſſerting the Su 


_ premacy of the er in i//uing out Orders, 


being only to kep up a more lively Senſe of 
© @ real Diſtinction of Perſons, ? not of any 


real Supremacy in the Father; and © ro teach 
us that the Three Perſons are One Creator,” 


though they tell us that One Perſon is“ the 
Ag, Head, Root, and Fountain of all” 


Is "This to treat a Religious Queition ſe- 


riouſly £ 
The Reader cannot but take notice here, 


by the way, how judiciouſly you omitted to 
tranſlate the Greck Sentence you here cite out 


of Cyril; it very expre :{s|y and ſtrongly al- 


ſerting, againſt you, the Pazber's ndern 


* 
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vereignty, and the Son's acting 7 Ts r C95 
| e and rares E, according to 
the Direction and Will of the Father, in the 


L Creation. 

To your Aſſertion that * the nn 185, 
f „ ER is frequently uſed ro expreſs the effici- 186. 
„ent Cauſe, as much as vo, or kt And to 
dvour Deſire that I © world account clearly for 


„ That Text, Rom. 11, 36 :” I have given a 

„ full and diſtin& Anſwer above, p. 185, 
four Charge, of © miſtranſlating 4 Paſ- F. 183. 
* lage of Euſebius, (cited by Dr. Clar ke in his 


I 2 Scripture Doctrine, p. 89, Edit. 1ſt ;, p. 78, 
2 Edit. 24.) without ſe much as pretending to 
. 7 ſhow how the words can poſſibly be capable 


of any Other ſenſe; is very unjuſt. And 


i 4 your Complaint, that we have no ground W 
f 3 6 oppoſe” the Efficient Cauſe (by way of Emi- ia. 
. 4 nence) to a Miniſtring Cauſe, ſince every 

= © miniftring Cauſe may and muſt be alſo 


1 d efficient,” is vere ridiculous. Paſſages out 
4 = of Enſebius, Philo, and Origen, founding th's 
» |. diſtin&tion upon the Uſe of the Prepoſitions, I 
have above cited at large; pag. ö, 19, and 184. 

„Ihe following Paſſages may be here added. 

The Father, ſays Origen, is (ægò ros dnn - 
Js) the Firſt or Principal Author.“ And 
he explains his meaning, that the Father (1) 


k 
7 
) 

0 'r) Tg [02] vag gabe. e Ty ors Marin o- iu cr UT be- 
6 T cri, nx fyaas T0, gende ra r co vc. 
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© commanded?” and that the Son, . receivi 
« this Command,” wes [4vTSey0 ] the imme. 


diate Agent, miniſtring unto him. Agreea- 
"bly whereto, I obſerved to you (tho? you are 


pleaſed to take no Notice of it,) that the ſame 
Author (on Heb. 1, 2,) fays ; ©* The World; 


« were made by one who is more (1) Excel. 
« lent and Greater than the Word.” Euſebi. 


us not only ſays, that the Son is [uus 


i. 


the Miniſterial Agent; but frequently that he 


is [ogya] © the (2) Living Inſtrument, By 


<© whom God (made and) governs all Things.” 
And again; that (3) the Son in the Creati- 
on © Obeyed the Command of the Father. 
Adding, that Therefore, “ before all Things, 
he was produced by the Father, as a Living 
« [ogyaw] Inſtrument.” The dvgwria then 
of the Father, is (according to theſe Writers) 
his Supreme eAutboritative Efficiency; And 
the To brug er of the Son, is his Miniſtring 


to the Sovereign Will of the Father. 


Baſil has not proved © the Argument drawn 
« from the Uſe of the Prepoſitions, to be poor 

c and trifling ,” but only weakly ſuppoſes 
Aetius to be the Author and Inventor of it: 
Whereas I have ſhown, that (4) Origen and 
Euſebius and Philo inſiſt upon it: And par- 
ticularly that Euſebius on This Account ex- 
preſsly ſtiles the Word, the Father's CS 


(1) 'Y'To xps;TTY©- TT prrigoy®> g To A oy. Comm 11 


Joh. p. 56. 
(2) Demon. Evang. P. 146. 
(3) Demon. Evang. lib 4. c 4 P rn. 
(4) See above, p. 6, 19, & 18; 


Qu. XI. of the Unity of God. 
Inſtrument in the Creation; The very thing 
that (1) Baſil weakly lays upon Aetius as the 
Inventor of it. The principal Text which 
Baſil relies on, and which you defire me to 
© account for,” vis. Rom. 11, 36; has been 
conſidered above, p. 185. 1 . 
l acknowledge I was miſtaken in ſuppoſing that 
no Antient Writer ſtiled the Son, r Y or 
ray carry roi. ſhould have ſaid, that he is 
never ſtiled, in an abſolute Conſtruction, » ĩ 
(or “ Jws,) rd 3Xw; And then it would have 
been right. Foro Js, or O Towrys Tov . ab- 
ſolutely, is One thing; and 5 Je a&y@> as in 
the place I now cited out of Origen, or  dy- 
| uusg /s N , 0 cron Tov Aw, as in the 
place cited by you out of Euſebius, is Another 
18 thing. If I miſtook in the Criticiſm of the 
i | Expreſſion, I am ſure I miſtook not the Senſe 
: of the Antient Writers in This Point. See 
q above, p. 184, &.  _ 
, Your Allegation, that, by my © Reaſoning, P. 199. 
5 « the Father Himſelf, as well as the Son, is 
s | © excluded from ever giving any ſenſible Proof 
. | © Infinite Power:“ has been anſwered 
1 | above, p. 244; where the ſame Argument was 
T confidered with regard to Erernity. | 
„ In fine: The Queſtion (you ſay) is, whe- P. 192. 
7 * ther Creating, that is, producing out of no- 
thing, any one ſingle : be not an Act 
proper to God only, exceeding any finite Pow- 
* er, incommunicable to any Creature.“ And 


(1) De Sp, Sanct. p. 145. | 
OW Whe- 


* 


Of the Unity of God. 5 


whether any thing © can come into Being by 


any Power leſs than His, who is the Aut bor 


« and Fountain of all Being. Lanſwer: What 


Powers God 7s or 4s not Able to communicate 


to a Creature, does not become Us to deter- 


mine; nor is it at all the Point in Queſtion, 


The only Queſtion is, whether the Power of 


creating can be communicated to any Agent 
what ſoever, and in what manner ſoever exiſt. 


ing, in whom That Power is not original, 
underived, and abſolutely of Himſelf. The 


Scripture declares that This Power can be com- 
municated to, and 7s exercifed by, ſuch an 
Agent: And yet 'tis nevertheleſs true, that 
All things “come into Being by His Power, 
% whois rhe” Alone Original Author, Foun- 
* tain,” and Firſt Cauſe “ of A Being: 
For 'tis by the Father's Power, that the Son 
creates. 


Gn MHC 


10 I Het her the Creator f all 1hings WAS no: 


P. 194. 


himſelf Uncreated; and therefore could not be 
= br, made out of nothing ? 


Anſw. HERE is in your wording of 
this Query, very great unfairnels, 
Mentioning in an a»ſolute manner (as you 


here do) © The Creator of all things,” you 
might as well have put the Queſtion thus: 
Muſt not The Creator of all things be the Ort: 
985 . 
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Qu. XII. Of the Sulordination, &c. 

« ginal of all Being and Power, and conſe- 
« quently Himſelf of neceſſity Uncreated, Un- 
« begotten, underived, unoriginated, in any 
manner Whatſvever ? But, by © the Creator 
« of all things” you mean in this place Him 
By whom God created all things. Now 'tis 
manifeſt indeed, that He by whom God crea- 


ted all things, cannot be included in the all 


things which God created by Him. Tis allo 


323 


as manifeſt on the other fide, that Jeſus Chrift 


by whom God created all things, (Eph. 3, 9,) 


cannot be The God who created all things by 


Teſus Chriſt, How therefore, and * in what 
manner, He himſelf derived his Being from 
the Father, cannot be at all collected from 
hence. Whatever the Manner of his Gene- 
ration, and whatever his Subſtance be, it makes 
no Difference in the Point between us. If all 
the Powers of the Son be derived to him by the 
Power and Will of the Fatber, (which is what 
Scripture and all Antiquity unanimouſly agree 
in,) the Supreme Authority of the Father re- 
mains undi miniſhed: Which is all that we 
are concerned for. We affirm not, (nay, we 
blame thoſe who preſume to affirin) that the 
Son of God was created, or that he was (ee 
8% gro) our of Nothing: Nor do theſe things 
follow by any Conſequence, from his bein 

Begotten by the Power and Will of the Father, 


* See a- 
bove, p. 
301. 


any more than from his being Begotten ꝛwith- 


out the Power and Will of the Father. Leav- 
ing to God the Knowledge of the particular 
anner of his Son's Generation, (for ns. man 
1 knoweth 
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Of the Sulordination 8 
knoweth the Son, but the Father, Mat. 11, 27 ) 


we contend only for that incominunicable 


Supremacy of the Father, which is the 


Foundation both of Natural and Revealed 


0, 


Religion, I PORES 
The Remainder of your Defenſe of This 


Query, is ſpent in criticiſing a Paſſage of 


Origen, and another of Atbanaſius, cited by 


P. 200. 


Dr. Clarke. [ The Other Authors you refer to, 
in pag. 197; I have conſidered above, p. 281, 


297, and 295:] Concerning the Paſſage of 


Athanaſius, [Toy ai Tis %Tio%ws Xvgio!, x - 
ONS vo AE. Oey), ] I incline to think, 
with Tou, that Athanaſius, being — an 
* Oratour,” might poſũibly here not mean to 
diſtinguiſh between rie and drπαννιτ,, but 


intend only to vary his Phraſe, either to be 


„ 1 


« more emphatical, or to give the better Turn 
© and Cadence to a Period And I have rea- 
ſon to believe, the Doctor therefore will not 
inſiſt upon inferring any thing from That Paſ- 
ſage. But the Paſſage of Origen, [Tgoſurary 


TAIT) Toy IpusrynuaTor, ] as rendred by the 


Doctor, [the Antienteſt of all things that God 
gave Being to,] is notoriouſly agreeable to the 


whole Tenour. 2. Origen's Writings, as the 


Reader cannot fail to obſerve from the nume- 


rous Paſſages I have above cited, and ſhall cite 
from him hereafter, The Inſtances * you al- 


ledge againſt Dr. Clarke, in juſtification of Bi- 


ſhop Els rendring the words of Origen Thus, 

[ Antienter than All Creatures; ] are ſuch as | 

De. Clarke, in the very Place you refer to, 
n 


Qu. XII. f the Son. 
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nel © candidly *. alledged;, on. purpoſe. to 


joſtify (by the Ambiguity of the Expreſſion) 


Biſhop Bull's Tranſlation of the Words. But 


your Concluſion from hence is very extraordi- 
nary. One Paſlage in Origen, is acknowledged 


to have an ambiguity in it, (yet neither way 


affecting the Point in queſtion between us,) 


and conſequently not to prove any thing cer- 


tainly : Therefore in oppoſition to ten thouſand 
Paſſages which have no ambiguity in them, 
let Origen (you ſay) be Ours again, till 
ou can better make out your Title to him.” 


But This, by the way. 


In Sum. The Father's being Alone the 


P. 202, ; 


Original Fountain of all Being and Power, and 


his Supreme Authority as ſuch, is ſo funda- 
rental a Principle of Religion, and © a Truth” 
as Biſhop Pearſon expreſſes it) ſo © Neceſſary 
eto be acknowledged, for the avoiding multi- 


Pag. 40. 
Edit 4th, 


« plication and Plurality of Gods ;” that Many 


Primitive Writers, before the Time of the 


Great Party-Diviſions in the Fourth Century, 
expreſſed themſelves upon This Head in ſuch 
very ſtrong Terms, that the followers of Arius 
afterwards, claimed them (though, I think, 
without ſufficient reaſon) as Aſſertors of Their 
Doctrine and Philoſophy, that the gon was 
(i 8% r ) out of Nothing. | 
Thus the Apoſtolical (1) Conſtitutions tile 
the Son, That Wiſdom which God Created. 


1000 2 ug HI ipxapite Tis as Gov tens eglas 
< 7. C. 3 . . f | 


Y; FE. 


326 | 
Not taking this word Nene in the leck 


07 * een 


we N generally underſtand it, but © ing 
t“ (as Dr. (1) Cave obſeryes) * for 49 


* manner of Production; and applying to the 


Generation of the Son of God“ thoſe words 


of Solomon, Prov. 8, 22, The Lord poſſeſſed 
& me 22 Ae, created me, in the Doping 


& of his Way.” 
In the ſame manner Melito (whom you cite, 


p. 140, uſes the term, 22 leg N15 


[Cave's Life of Melito, p. 183; and Hiſſor. 


_Literar. p. 43.] And Hermas (whom you cite, 


p. 97,) ſtiles the Son, [Simil. 5, F 6, Spiri- 
rum qui infiſus (in ſome MSS, creatus) eff 
emnium primus. Inſomuch that (as Dr. Cave, 
Hiſtor. literar. p. 21, obſerves out of Athana- 
fi me and Theodoret,) the Arians in following 
times © cited for themſelves 1 his Book.” 


Thus Tertullian, tho' he expreſsly affirms 
the Son to be of the Subſtance of the Father, 


yet calls him | factum (2) and (3) conditum) 


1) Life of Melito, pag. 183, 184. And thus Euſebius: E. 


5 5 Nö £; O. AUT, EN Ws, £% To. Mor reg 26 To e Tap) ay, | 


red ay tx. De Eccleſ. Theol. lib. 3. cap. 2 

(2) Quale eſt ut filio Dei, Sermone unigenito & primogeni- 
ta, aliquid fuerit præter Patrem antiquius; & hoc modo uti— 
que Gener6fius; nedum quod innatum nato fortius, & quod 
in fectum facto validius : Quia quod, ut eſſet, nullius eguit 


auctoris, multo ſublimius erit eo, quod, ur eſſet, aliquem ha- 
buit auftorem. Adv. Hermog. c. 18. 


(3) Agnoſcat ergo Hermogenes 1dcirco etiam Sophiam Dei 
natam & conditam prædicari, ne quid innatum & inconditum 


præter ſolum Deum crederemus. vb. And again: Habes 
Sophiam, prior autem abyſſo genita ſum, dicentem; ut credas 
abyſſum quoque genitam, 1d eſt, factam; quia & filios facimus, 


licet generemus. Nihil intereſt, acta an nata ſit aby ſſus, dum 
taitium detur illi. 267d, c. 32. 
Made 


OS wh. 3 co "gg VS; i 


Qu. . 8 of the Son. \{ | 
Made and Produced : And (1) applies to, him 
the fore-mentioned Text as in the Greek Tranſ- 


lation, The Lord created me the Beginning of 
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his ways e And (in the Paſſages which I have 


cited above, p. 285,) he makes even Humane 


Souls to be from the Subſtance of God. 
Thus Clemens Alexandrinus, whom you cite 


as ſpeaking the Higheſt things concerning the 
Son of God, yet, in alluſion to the fore- cited 


Text, ſtiles him © The (2) Wiſdom which God 
firſt created, And in other later parts of his 


Works, he expreſſed himſelf in ſuch a manner, 


that (3) Photius charges him with making the 
Son à Creature; and (4) Jerom alſo mentions 


the ſame Obſervation, and blames Ruin for 


pretending the Paſſages might be corrupt. 
Origen, whom you © ſcruple not to call 
« Tours” even as to © the whole Tenour of 
him; makes the Son (as (5) Epiphanius ob- 
ſerves of him) to be from the Subſtance of the 


Father : And yet at the ſame time he ſo 
explained himſelf, that Epiphanius in the very 
lame ſentence (5) charges him with ſuppo- 


ling the Son to be created nevertheleſs. And 


(1) Sophiam ſecundam perſonam conditam. Primo, Domi- | 


nus creavit me initium viarum in opera ſua. Adv. Prax. c.6, 
(2) Leꝙias The Tewroxrirs T9 N. Strom. p. 591. 
(3) Tex ve sig xrie ua cet. Cod. 109. | 

(4) Clementem quoque, virum catholicum, ſcribit in 


libris ſuis interdum Det filium dicere Creaturam. Apol. 2. 
adv. Ruffin. h : 
: (5) Ex Th gia rod res redren E6THY ETAL, T4700 &\, otath, 


Hareſ. 04. c. 4. 


YT Je- 


P. 197, 


199, 200. 
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has been before obſerved: concerning Tertul. 
lian, ) were of the Divine Subſtance : And that 
it was (2) the pre-exiſting Soul of Chriſt, 


which the Apoſtle declares (Phil. 2, 6,) to 


have been in the Form of God, &c. And upon 
the Whole of theſe Matters, Origen expreſſed 
in ſuch a manner his Notion concerning the 
Father's being the Fountain of all Being and 


Power, that “ be was much cenſured” (as you 
obſerve, p. 20.) „ by many of the Catbo- 


« licks, BUT (3) after his own times” 

Particularly Epiphanius (4) thinks, he gave 

occaſſon to the Notions of Arius; And the 

ſame (5) Epiphanius, (6) Baſil, (7) Jerom, 
1 


2 


(1) Omnes rationabiles naturas, id eſt, Patrem, & Pilium, 


& Spiritum Sanctum, Angelos, Poteſtates, Dominationes, cæ- 


teraſque Virtutes; ipſum quoque Hominem, ſecundum Ani- 


mz dignitatem, Unis eſſe Subſtantie. Epiſt. ad Avitum. 
(2) Animam Salvatoris fuiſſe, quæ - cum in forma Dei 


eſſet, non eſt rapinam arbitrata æqualem ſe eſſe Deo, &c. 


Apol. ſecunda adverſ. Ruffinum. 


v 


(3) For Demetrius himſelf, who was Origen's Biſhop and his 
great Enemy, yet commended him (Aſs 79 i a ure The Ti- 


c. J. | 
(A Ex rb Yup xo 6  Aperc, mg TrePwrei, a. Hare. 64, 
$. 4. 23 | 4%. SET ” as , 5 P 13 
(5) Davipwrary Toy d re Fe00 HTO ork . 
Y To G9 KTIGUV ELTHYHT ure. ibid. S. 5. And again: E, 
TOA Tor SUpojpmey α,νH TOY parroy Vn Troy α . ,i e The rel 
5 * n \ ” e 14 
rer geg FroTnTo5s Ts 10 las, bο Ts x0 To TVEOwa vo K ie. ibid. 
7 (6) Aud ber PER a T6 bite rel mr wurO we ur one; & 
#T&oy tor. De Spir. Santo, c. 29. | | 
(7) Chriſtum filium Dei, non natum eſſe, ſed fackum. —— 


Deum Patrem eſſe Lumen incomprehenſibile, Chriſtum, col- 


latione P att 18, ſplendor Em eſſe perfpar vum. memes] )||IN non eſſe 
Wks | SEE | Bonum, 


Ot Subordination  \() 
Ferom (1) underſtood his Opinion to be, that 
Angels alſo, and even the Souls of Men, (as 


gest) for the Purity of his Faith, Euſeb. Hiſt, Eccleſ. lib. 6. 


__. .* 2m vw A. 


Qu. XII. of the n. ; 329 
(1) Juſtinian, and (2) Photius, plainly charge 
him with making the Son and Holy Spirit to 

be Created Beings, And (3) Ferom tells us, 
that he interpreted the two Seraphim, Iſai. 6, 

z, (which © cried one unto another, and ſaid, 
Holy, Holy, Holy, is the Lord of Hos; 

to be the Son and Holy Spirit. Upon account 

of which and the like Notions, Ruffin and 
Others alledged, that the Works of Origen had 
been corrupted by Hereticks. But Jerom 
laughs at Ruffin for this Opinion, (4) and 

e con- 


Bonum, [To G,] ſed auram quandam & imaginem Bonita- 

tis. Tertium dignitate & honore, poſt Patrem & Fili- 
um, aſſerit Spiritum 8 anctum: De quo cum ignorare ſe di- 
cat, utrum factus ſit, an inſectus; in poſterioribus, quid de eo 
ſentiret, expreſſit; nihil, abſque ſolo Deo Patre, infectum eſſe 

confir mans. Epiſt. ad Avitum. And again: Dei Filium, cre- 
aturam; Spiritum Sanctum, miniſtrum. Repugnat eum vel 
prolatum eſſe vel natum, nè Deus Pater dividatur in partes; ſed 
dicit ſublimem & excellentiſſimam creaturam voluntate extitiſſe 
Patris. Apol. 2. adverſ. Ruffinum. | 5 

(1) "Ort 6 ds O dien TvED od rie ware ki. E piſt. ad Menam. 

(2) Tes wiv bi Fo Ted arp FETL10 ty 70 N rb, ano re 
bd. Cod. 58. 8 | 

(3) In lectione Eſaiæ, in qua duo Seraphim clamantia deſcri- 
buntur ; illo interpretante flium & Spiritum Sanctum. Epiſt. ad 
Pammach. & Ocean. And again: Filium Dei & Spiritum Sanctum 
in commentariis Eſaiæ, Seraphim eſſe teſtatus eſt. Adverſ. Vigilan- 
tium. Not much unlike to which, is that of Clemens Alexandrinus; 
vopluo· eg nr 4 Y c 74 ev nTOV N cv. po A Aver 
dyrcg Joy, TWUMLYOUT 05 Ye) TU $800 A278 © Thou (halt be in the 
Chorus with Angels praiſing the Unbegotten and Incorruptible 
„and Only True God; God the Word joining alſo with us in 
* our Songs of Praiſe.” Admonit. ad Gentes, ſub finem. Al- 
luding perhaps to the Song of the Lamb, Rev. 15, 3. 

(4) mud vero quod aſſerunt, a quibuſdam hæreticis & ma- 
levolis hominibus libros ejus eſſe violatos, quam ineprum fit.— 
Solus inventus eſt Origenes, cujus Scripta in toto orbe falſaren- 
tur; &, quaſi ad Mithridatis literas, omnis veritas uno die de 
voluminibus illius raderetur? Si unus violatus eſt liber, num 

unixerſa ejus opera, que diverſis & locis & temporibus Foe, 
FF | | | mu 


ile Sulordination 
contends that it was not poſſible for the nume- 
rot Books and numerous Copies of the Books 
of Origen to be corrupted in innumerable plu- 
ces. However, whatever they were in the 
Original Greek; Ruffin, when he tranſlated 
_ them into Latin, openly (1) profeſſes that He 


himſelf did corrupt them the other way in His 


Tranſlation, that the Latins might not find 
any thing in them contrary to Their Faith, 
For which Falſification, Ferom (2) leverely 
accuſes him of Fraud and Interpolation and 


Unfaithfulneſs. And yet (which is very ſtrange) 
even (3) He allo at the ſame time acknow- 


ledges, 


ſimul corrum pi potuerunt? Epiſt. ad Pammach. & Ocean, 
And again : Si conceditur ut quicquid in libris omnium repert- 
tur, ab altis corruptum fit; nihil eorum erit quorum fertur no- 
minibus. Apol. 2. adv. Ruffin. | | 
(1) Cum aliquando offendicula inveniantur in Greco, ita 
[collega noſter] elimavit omnia interpretando atque purgavit, 
ut nihil in illis quod à Fide noſtra diſcrepet, Latinus Lector in- 
veniat. Hunc ergo etiam Nos ſequimur.— Sicubi 
ergo Nos in Libris ejus [Origenis] aliquid contra id invenimus, 
quod ab eo cæteris locis fideliter & pie de Trinitate fuerat 
definitrum; veluti adulteratum hoc & alienum aut pretermiſi- 
mus, aut ſecundum eam regulam protulimus, quam ab ipſo fre- 
quenter invenimus affirmatam. Prefat. in Lib. a Apx de. 
(2) 
nulla, vel addita vel mutata, illico animadvert!, quæ 
Origenes de patre & fuio & ſpiritu Sano impiè dixerat, & que 
KOM ANA aures ferre non poterant, in meliorem partem ab 
Interprete commutata. Apol. 1. adv. Ruffin, And again: Si 
tu tranflationis ſervaſſes ſidem, mihi neceſſitas non fuiſſet inter- 
pretationem falſam vera interpretatione ſubvertere. Novit 
c nſcienũia tua que addideris, quæ ſubtraxeris, quæ in utram- 
que partem, ut tibi viſum fuerit, immutaris. Apol. 24a adv. 
(3) Ego callidus, qui emendavi ſilens quod volui ; & diſſimu- 
lans crimina, non feci invidiam criminoſo. Nec diſertio- 
res ſumus Hilario, nec fideliores Vicforino, qui ejus Tractatus, 
non ut Interpretes, {cd ut Auctores proprii operis tranſtulerunt. 
: | Nuper 


ſraudulenter eſſe tranflatos, & interpolata non- 


Qu. XII. ef the Son. 331 
ledges, that He Himſelf did ſomething very 
like it, and for the like reaſon; vis. cut off, 

and correct, and ſuppreſs; that the Latins 
might have the good things of Origen, and 

yet be kept ignorant of his Errours. And for 
This, he pleads the Example of Other Great 
Dionyſius of Alexandria, (whom you cite, 

p. 21, 142, 197, and elſewhere,) a Scholar of 
Origen ;, though ſufficient Apologies have been 

made for him by Dr. Cave, Biſhop Bull, and 
Others, to ſhow that he was not indeed of 
Arins's Notions ; yet he expreſſed himſelf fo 
ſtrongly concerning the Supremacy of the Fa- 
tber, that Baſil (1) underſtood him to mean, 

* that the Father and Son were not only diſtinct, 

« but different Subſtances; and that the Pow- 

% er and Glory of the Son, was inferiour to 


that of the Father. And beſides this, he 


Nuper ſanctus Ambroſius fic Hexaemeron illius compilavit, ut 
magis Hippolyti ſententias Baſiliique ſequeretur. Epiſt. ad Pam- 
mach. Ocean. And again: t go iple, quem in crimen vo- 
cas, ſic ſeptuaginta homilias ejus tranſtuli, & nonnulla de To- 
mis, ut & mala in bonorum interpretatione ſabtraherem. A- 
pol. 2. adv. Ruffin. And again: Si igitur quæ bona ſunt tranſ- 
tuli, & mala vel amputavi, vel correxi, vel tacui; arguendus 
ſum cur per me Latini boza ejus habeant, & mala ignorent? Si 
hoc crimen eſt, arguatur & confeſſor Hilarius.— Sit in 
culpa ejuſdem confeſſionis Vercellenſis Euſebius, qui omnium 
Pſalmorum commentarios hæretici hominis vertit in noſtrum 
eloquium; licèt hæretica prætermittens, optima quæque tranſ- 
tulerit. Taceo de Victorino Pictavionenſi, & cæteris, &c. Ad- 
ver /. Vigilantium. e 5 
(1) Our frees rr A TAY Vero oiwy vibe rut, hAAGK ae g Tic 
NaPope, Lk ve ew; Osec, 0% out; ere ns 3 
 TE&T0, ei T60 xνjꝗZſ eg c L̊ Pwvees mire TPET B α Y TYEU MATE, 
The Tporxus ming dur FroThT0, topicwy, Kai ,]? FS Th. XTWY 1% 


MIT&2 Pot vycpi mwar Epiſt. 41, | 
« ſpoke 


332 


Of t tte Subordination 


ce pole very unbecoming Words concerning the 
&« Spirit; not allowing him Divine Worſhip, but 
2 depreſſin; ing him into the Number of Created 
« and Miniſtring Natures.” And Athanaſin: 


in his Apology for him, (1) owns that he did 
indeed uſe ſuch kind of Expreſſions. And 


Photius chargeth him with aſſerting * (2) that 


the Son of God is a Creature, and Made; 


cc 


and that he is not by Nature 2 proper Son 
6 of God, but aliene in eſſence from the Fa- 
ther. And Gennadius oppoſeth him, ſay- 

ing ; * (2) Me believe no Perſon in the Trini- 
ty to be of a created and Miniſtring Nature, 

as Dion; ſius the Fountain of Arianiſm would 
haue it.” And Ruffin (4) ſays : “ There are 
found ſuch Paſſages in the Books he wrote 
_ againſt the Hereſy of Sabellius, that theArians 


8 


* 


a 


ng 


0 


«< frequently indeauour to defend themſelves with 


« His Authority.” And Jerom takes Notice, 


(5) that the ſame thing had been obſerved of 


him by Others. 


Gregory of Neoceſarea in like manner, (ano- | 
ther Scholar of Origen,) commonly called 


Thaumaturgus ; though ſufficient Apologies 


have been made for Him alſo by Biſhop Bull 


(7) De ſentent. Dionyſ. $4. 

(2) Leist a Yer nr £1906 Tov 045 red td wr: 5 Pure A, 
624 Ziv0v KATH x TGV , u Ted TFUTgs6, Cod 108. 

(3) Nihil- creatum aut Serviens in Trinitate credamus, ut 
vult Dionyſus fons Ari. Lib. de Eccleſ. Dogmat. c. 4. 

(4) De depravat. Lib. Origenis. 

(5) Et Dionyſium Alexandrinæ Urbis Epiſcopum, virum 
eruditiſſimum, contra Sabellium — in Arianum dog- 


ma delabi. ub Na adverſ. Kuffinum 9 


and 


O. XII. ef the Son. 333 
and Others, to ſhow that he was not of Ari- 
us Notiens; yet Baſil (1) acknowledges, that 
in his diſputation againſt Alian, are to be 
found © many Expteſſions, ( ſuch as Creature, 
Made, and the like; which afford the great- 
« eft' Advantage to the Heretic“ meaning 
the Eunomians\ © of theſe Days.” The Apo- 
logy he makes for him, is, (2) that © being 
in Diſpute with an Unbeliever, he did nor 
tale care to ſpeak accurately, but yielded 
« ſomewhat to the Prejudices of the man be 
« was to convert; or that Poſſibly “he (3) 
might mean of the Humanity of Chriſt, 
what Hereticks underſtood concerning his Di- 
4 Unity.” 1 3 FH 
Theognoſtus of Alexandria, Another of 
Origen's Followers, (whom you cite, p. 197,) 
and whom (as Biſhop Bull obſerves) Athana- 
frus ſtiles Lg N and Javuaow] an elo- 
quent and wonderful man; yet expreſſed him- 
{elf in ſuch a manner upon This Head, that 
Photius (4) thought he could not (without of- 
tering Violence to his Words) be vindicated 
from holding Arian Doctrines. _ 


F 
U 
o 
N 
: 
1 
111 
1 
1 
9 
N 4: 
SCH 
p N 
"3 . 
: +'B 
43 KE. it 
ö 4 8 
F. 1 
: 4 ' 
71 KS 
Ry 
4 
* 
ene 
er 
3 oY? n 
* 10 F' 
. 1 
N 1. 
5 14 
g + 
17 FEE 
x 8 
7% # 
8 
I 
1 
rs 
» 3 
+ 3239 
1 
4 
4 1 | 
; 111 
1 
1 *. 
2 
8 | 
* i: 
e 
' H 45 
4% 
| F - 
1 
en 
8 4 
* * k 1 
1 ＋ de 
J 5 o 
f To 15 x 
l " 1. IT 
=. 
_—_ 1 
* "7" * 
1 4 of 
1 1 4 
? 
*. 4 \ 
1 4 
1 , 
2 14 
i! 4 
> 4K. 
„ C 17 
; 7 2 
1 5 
6 555 
y ( - 
4 gt 
WE | 
** | 
1 
" 1 
1 IU 
'4 
* £2 4 
Ll OY 
4 i 1% 
; wo.) 
x) , 
B+ 27 
3, RT 
{14 1 
Sh q Y 9 
i $ (i FJ" /. 
1 0 \ 
I - 
FLIES 
=”. { 
n 
f N 70 
: 7% 4 
o .S. 1 
7 1 Wis 
Fl 1 
Bs | 
OI I 
a4 (fs 
;% * 
15 . 
ty ; 
WN 
1 
5 
111 
v% 
18 14 
4 18 
/ : 
r 
10S 13:1 
1a, N 
5 


1 


3 — 
— 


— — — ee 


+ 080 Tana &v Suge; iu Pave, mes 5 ros &PETIXO7G e Vll 
, | 1 LY . 
I Taps x oo hs dg 70 url, A TO rein, Hoh bir. TIT. 


; DOE WER, mins e 1 
2 . Wi 2 8 — * 


** 
— 7 — = 

— — = + ae nog 

— = rr P . 


— 
> 


"AC; 
Pr 4 - 
— 
1 


FL. _ — 
3 4 
— * hy 1 q » 
ics 
= — 4 * bay - - 
— — Ve. 


(2) Ereiræ 1e. re D Ted wy, * vero XPny ↄ ꝗ9“² cn gν⁰ο, 

icq e . gur: GAN £50 O71 x M οοοα 79 296 red iv e- 
ws. ibid. | 

4 (3) ne 5 g att The css mov avIpwror cue glas, &c. ibid. 

(4) Kriope avry d,“. Cod. 106. Origenis nimium ſequax, 
ertores immiſcait peſſimos; inter SS. Trinitatis perſonas totidem 
dignitatis gradus affingens, Chriftumq; pariter ac Spirirum S. ad 
creaturarum ſortem detrudens. Cave Hiſtor. Liter. p. 98. 


Pierius 


' aS a 
* 
%'; 
95 


07 the de, Marion 
Pierius, Another of the ſame School, (whom 


you cite, p. 19,) a Man fo eloquent, that (as 
Dr. Cave obſerves, Hiſtor. Literar. p. 101,) he 


was called Origen junior; has the like accuſa- 
tion brought againſt him by (1) Photins, © 
VMovatian, whom you frequently cite, wrote 
upon this Subjec in ſuch a manner, that Je. 
rom (2) calls his Book a Book of Hereſy. 

Methodius, (whoſe Authority you alledge, 


P. 143, and elſewhere,) ſpeaks alſo in ſuch a 
manner, that the ſame (3) Photius ſuppoſes 


his Works to have been corrupted with Arian 
Paſſages. See alſo Valeſius's Obſervation upon 
him, above, p. 290. 

Lucian, the Martyr, (whom you cite, p. 140% 
expreſſed himſelf likewiſe in ſuch a manner 
upon This Head, that, in the Contentions of 


the Fourth Century, Both Parties claimed his 


Authority. See Dr. Cave's Hiſtor. Liter. p. 107. 


and Biſhop Buls Defenſ. Fid. Nic. Sech. 2. 


cap. 13. F 4. and (4) Epipban. Heref. 43. 


Or-, Oni, r p00 £360 Thy Tay  Apetowa@v d p- gt. 


C1) TTeps five ref edu ros grr pad Nie, 22 Auris Dy pac 


ric Shut P uro 75 Tov TT po; xa; Þ vis ar. Ens. 
Cod, 119. 


(2) Heæreſeos Librum. Apol. 2. adv. Ruffin, 
(3) Cod. 235, & 237. 
(4) Epiphanius, ſpeaking of This Lala and comparing him 


with a Modern of the ſame Name, thus ex reſles himſelt. 
venous, % dh of Afeia- 


Au Tis cp , AX o vos 
yos Cy Hg (TT imo nPiQerTAs "Hy Yap KAI 8705 0 Agxiayog (0 b 


There was 
« an Antient Lucian; beſides Him of That Name in Our days, 


** whom the Arians reckon among the Martyrs: For this young- 


ex Lucian was ALSO addicted to the Arian Hereſy. 


qu. XII. ef the Son. 


Alexander at Alexandria, hip he ex- 
preſsly condemns the Notion of the Son's be- 
ing [er 8% ore» | our of Nothing; yet he al- 
ways ſo ſtrenuouſly aſſerted the Srypremacy of 
the Father, that the Ariane, in a publick Let- 
ter to him, (I) pretended to have learnt from 
Himſelf their own Doctrine. 75 | 

Laſtly. Euſebius (whom you frequently 


quote 5) though he expreſsly maintains that 


the Son was, # Tys Galas T& TTes, from the 
Subſtance of the Father, as the Nicene Creed 
has it; and expreſſes his Eternity alſo in 
the firongeft (2) Terms uſed by Any Antient 
Writer; inſomuch that Dr. Cave (3) wrote a 
large Diſſertation on purpoſe to vindicate him 
from the Charge of Arianiſm - yet fo largely, 
ſo uniformly, fo laboriouſly in All his Wri- 
tings, does he maintain the dvIewriz, the Sie- 


premacy of the Father, and his being Alone 


(in the abſolute Senſe) The One Supreme God; 
ſtiling the Son (4) The Perfect Product of 2 
Perfect Cauſe, and (5) The Subſtantial Wiſ- 
dam, created | Prov. 8, 22, according to the 


LXX.] of God before al Keen and decla- 


(1) H iris 38 1 C re, py 2 drs Tg pip xe hey 
Epiphan. Hareſ. 69, $ 7. See alſo Athanaſ. de Synod. Arim. 
ex Seleuc. Vol, I. p. 885. 

(2) See Clarke's Script. Doctr. p. 283, Edit. 1. p. 250, 
Edit. 2. 

(3) De Euſebii Cæſarienſis Arianiſmo, adverſus Joannem 
Clericum. 

(4) T5240 re Anwizgynuno. Dem. Evang. lib. 4. c. 2. 

(5) EoÞizs & ouwd9; Orts cone, 2 p Tay de 0T0 TE0 F600 KTOS: 


Te Flos. Prophet, apud Cave Hiſt, Liter, Par. II. 
p. 6 Ty 3 


ring 
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ring (1) the ah Spiriz to be produced [fron 


the Father] by tbe Son; appealing to the Ge. 


neral Doctrine of the Antient Church, and to 


(2) Numbers of Eccleſiaſtical Writings of 
men preceeding Origen, for the Antiquity of 
His Doctrine in This Point; that (3) Pho. 
tias, and (4) Ferom, and (5) Athanaſius, and 
generally (6) Modern Writers, treat him di- 
realy as an 47ien, and the great Promoter of 
aa. e 

I might here add, that Juſtin Martyr, re. 
neus, Novatian, and almoſt all the Antient 
Writers unanimouſly, expreſs themſelves in 


ſo full and clear a manner concerning the 


Son's being Begotten (whatever his Subſlance 


be) by the Power and Will | Iwape Bern, Ye 


7 Noe of the Father, and concerning the Fa- 


(1), Te 5 TagexAyro mie, Ur W364, Ire 6458. 
e Ag died Vue Tadra je & Þ uagonnxns d las 
| EXXANT 066 0 7 Als Twy Fwy Od rp r Tu uu. De 
Eccleſ. Theol. lib. 3. c. 6. OWE 
(2) Contr. Marcell. I. 4. 
(3) Cod. 9. 


(a) Euſebius, impietatis Arii apertiſſimus propugnator, E- 


piſt. ad Pammach. & Ocean. And again: Euſebii Arianorum 


Principis, Apol. 2. adv. Ruffin. And again: Vir doctiſſimus 
Euſebius, (doctiſſimum dixi, non Catholicum, ne mihi & in 


hoc calumniam ſtruas,) per ſex volum ina nihil aliud agit, niſi 


ut Origenem ſuæ oſtendat fidei, id eſt, Arianæ perfidiæ. Et 
multa ponit exempla, & hoc conſtanter probat. bid. And again: 


Euſebii Cæſarienſis, quem fuiſſe Arianum nemo eſt qui neſciat. 
Adverſ. Pelag. ad Cteſiphont. : | i 
' (5) O 5 @ws Kaiorupiies Tanwging Eur i. ypapeur mp Ev- 
Orlen F inio , 8x ip S, its kim tn, ors © 96 ol 
z An Neis. De Synod, Arim. & Seleuc, p. 886. | 
(6) Unitatem Dei in Uno Patre ſervari; neque filium, mul- 
toque minus Spiritum Sanctum in ejuſdem Unitatis conſortium 
venire, clare & multis in locis adfirmat. Montfaucon Prelim. in 
Re. woe. 6 ori | 
ther's 


4706 o 


e 


ther?s C onmandins [renova] and the S0 


Miniſiring {vmygerev | in the work of Creati- 


on; that many Modern Writers charge them 
upon This Account with uſing zuſound and 
very inaccurate Expreſſions, (though in This 


Particular they are invariably uniform, ) and 


complain of them as in This reſpect giving 


The Uſe I would make of what has been 
ſaid upon This occaſion; is; that though I 


judging about Conſequences, when they thus 
charged with Arianiſm che moſt Learned and 
moſt Eminent men the Chriſtian Church 
ever had, and who in the Times they lived 
were univerſally eſteemed as fuch; yer This 
evidently ſhows, that thoſe Axtient Fathers 
had not entertained ſuch a confuſed Nation, 
as you are here labouring to introduce, of 
« The Creator of all Things.“ For, whatever 
inaccuracies of Speech they might otherwiſe 
uſe, and in whatever Sublimities of fignra- 
tive Expreſſion their extraordinary Piety 
might lead them to Magnify our Saviour; yet 
undoubtedly, when they were ro. deſcribe 
his Subordination, their Zeal would not {uffer 
them conſtant), it would not ſuffer them 


ever, to Dimiziſh him dy uſing Expreſſions in 


any degree lower, than what they thought 
fundamentally Neceſſary to ſecure the Peerteſs 


Advantage to the inn. But This matter 
has been at large conſidered above. | 


think (as I have before faid) that the Writers 
I have here cited were miſtaken in their 
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P. 37. 


Of the Subordinatioon 


QUE RY. XIII. 5 


Whether there can be any Middle between Jo. 


ing made out of nothing, and out of ſome. 
thing; that is, bet ween being out of uo. 


thing, and out of the Father's Subſtance ; 
between being eſſentially Gud, and being 4 


Creature? Whether, conſequently, the Son 


muſt not be either eſſentially God, or elſe a 
Creature ? 


eAnſw.' HOUG H there are many Di- 


lemma's in Metaphyſicks and 
Phyſicks, and in Theology, too, wherein it may 


be very preſumptuous, and perhaps ſometimes 
irreligious, to undertake to determine ahſo- 
Intely which part of the Dilemma is the 
Truth: 'Tis nevertheleſs undoubtedly certain, 


that there cannot „e any Middle between 


e beins mage out of Nothing, aud out of Some- 
thing. But then, Leing out of Mot hing, 


and“ cut of the E. bel Subſtance,? are Both 
of them very different from being Self-exiſ{- 


ent or Vorioiyate. The Fallacy therefore of 
your Dilemma, lies in the Phraſe, © being 
% efſentialiy Gd. For if by theſe words 
you underitand (what the words zatarally 
ſignify, and What you muſt and ought to 
mean by them, when you take them * 7 
* the ſame aud in as H'gh a Senſe as the Fa- 
*« ther himſelf is ſo [[iled : If, I fay, by theſe 


words you mean) beving All Perfections and 


Ali 


Qu. XIII. of the Son. 


original, underived, and independent on Any > 
then your Query amounts to This: “ e- 
« ther there can be any Middle between be- 
« jug” the One SelFexiſtent God and Fa- 
ther of all, © and being a Creature? and 
% whether, conſequently, the Son muſt dot be 
“ either” the One Self exiſtent God and 
Father of all, or * elſe a Creature?” To 
which queſtion, the Anſwer you make for 
yourſeif, will ſerve alſo for Me. Bur if by 


« being eſſentially God,” you mean only, be- 


ing derived, in ſome ineffable manner, not 


out of nothing, but © out of the Father's Sub- 


« ſtance ;” then your Dilemma, which part 
ſoever be taken of it, is entirely wide of the 
purpoſe, and has no relation to the True and 
Only Queſtion between us. For, granting 
that the Son is, (not, the Subſtance of the Fa- 
tber; which the Antient Writers never ſay, 

though Jo ſometimes do; but) generated, 
as the Council of Nice believed, in ſome 


ineſfable manner [iz Tis goins T8 mates; | 


from the Subſtance of the Father; yet This, 


7 


neither in Any conſequence of Reaſon, nor in 


the judgement of the Conncil of Nice, nor 
in the Opinion of eAzy Antient Writer before 


That time, does at all infer That Egaality 


of Supremacy, by which you endeavour to 
render confuſed the Notion of The One S4- 


freme God, and which indeed is the True 


and Only Queſtion between Us: See above, 
+285, 301, 328. 


2 2 To 
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All Dominion abſolutely in and of himſelf, 
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To. die your Reader, you bebe, 
. 203; repeat the ſame thing, « Toe only Queſtion 

© between us, is, whether our Creator and 
Reer be a Creature or no.” And: 
P. 208. © Jau was to find a Medium between being 
* eſſentially God, and being a Creature; or 
„ elſe to declare in plain Terms, that the Son 
P. 209. © js a Creature.” And: © Jou muſt either 
8 own the Son to be of the ſame undivided 
+ Subſtance with the Father, or elſe declare 
P. 211. „ him a. Creature And: Ihe Son of G94 
bn conſubſtantial with God the Ta- 


& ther, or elſe a Creature.” To all Which, 


J have above given a clear and diſtinct An- 
| ſwer; P. 3O1, 323, 338. 

P. 303& « The Autient Arians (you tell us) darſ; 

304. not ſay direftly, that the Son of God was 

« a Creature. We have Creed after Creed 

* drawn up by them, and Artus's Poſitions ex. 

« preſsly diſclatmed by Jome of them, though 

« at the ſame time they Meant the famine 

* things.” But tis a very Preſumptuous Accu- 

ſation of a part of the Chriſtian Church ſo con- 

ſiderable, that *the I, 1 (you ſay) was in 


A 


A 


Cr manner their oN; to call them Ariaus * 
and „ Succeſſors of Aris, ” when they were 


not Followers of his Doctrine; and to charge 
them with © Meaning ® what they did 
* not Jay, and what they * expreſsly di 

« claimen,” 
>. 2:7, You proceed © to give the Common Reader 
ce juſt Idea of the Diſpute betwixt us ;” that 
is, by a very «ri2Þ:eous repreſentation, to 
appeal to the Prejudices c of the ignorant V ul- 


Dal, 


Qu. XIII. Wa. of the Jon. 
« not directly and plainly, yet Tacitly and 
„ Conſequentially, that the Maker, Regeem- 
« er, aud Judge of the wovle World, 1s 


« Mutable and Corruptible, has a Precari- 


341 
gar. It ſhould be told that you aſſert, the“ P. 205. 


« ous Exiſtence, &c,” The iniquity and fal- 


ſity of this fort of Conſequences, I have 


above ſhown, pag. 224. With how much 


greater juſtice might I here retaliate ; Ir 
ſhould be told that you aſjert, not Tacitly and 


Conſequentially, bt Directly and Plainly, 


(in contradiction to the Firſt Article of the 
Creed, and to the Firſt Commandment, ) 


that there are Many Supreme Gods, united in 


ne undivided Subſtauce!] But of ſuch mutual 


Accuſations, there is no End, 
What you alledge concerning the Terms, 
_« Self-exifient, unoriginate,” and © neceſſarily 
&« exiſting > has been conſidered above, 
p. 253, 256, 280, 304. 8 1 
What you call a Szbordination of Order“ 
between perſons equally Supreme, is nothing 
but mere poſition of words; or a placing of 
Co-ordinates, conſtantly, in the ſame unvaried 
Order. The Subordination ſpoken of in Scrip- 
ture, and in All Antiquity, is always a Sub- 
ordination of Authority : As I have already 
ſhown at large, Baſil himſelf underſtood the 
 Subordination to be, not in mere Order of 
words, but in (1) Honor and Dignity, And 
„) Take 5 Nedrereg [6 vicg red RTP, 974 dF dA, 10 cf, 


; 22 


ar; &pxy Y anc ven wie “l ure 6 Tung, & C. Adv. Eunom. lib. 3. p. 
73. And again; Tj: ibid. lib. 4. p. 100. Again: He ſays of the 
Holy Ghoſt, Hf dell epebν x wiey TupadlgWTiy (ow 0 The t- 


r os · ibid. 
HR 2 3 Hilary 


F. 207. 


thid. 


. © Supreme,” you do not (it ſeems) 


V. 207. 
. F;. 


P, 209. 


Of the Sulordinatiurn 
Hilary (1) underſtood it to infer a Superiori- 
ty of Power and eAnthority in the Father, 


And ſo did the Generality of the Po/7-Nicenes' 
of the 4th Century: 


As appears from the 
Councils of Sardica and Sirmium. As to the 


7. term, * inferiority of NATURE }” See 


above, P. 176. VNV FIND 

When you fay, ** the Son 7s not abſolntely 
mean 
that he is not abſolutely Supreme ; For, with- 
out being ſo, (you elſewhere tell us) he 


could not be © properly God, he could be 


* No God” at all, But you mean only, that 


he * bas no ſeparate independent exiſtence from 


« the Father,” and © is Second in Order as a 
% 


What really makes no difference in the caſe, 


For Two Supreme Gods will always and equal- 


ly be Two Supreme Gods, whether ſeparate 
or not ſeparate, Nor can it with any Truth 
or Senſe be affirmed, that He who is Second 
in Order is not abſolutely Supreme,” if he be 


as abſolutely: Supreme (as © Supreme in the 
* firitt Senſe?) as He whom you call Firſe 
in Order. . 


The Serbe of your ſuppoſing the 
© word, Individual,” to be © a word capable 
«* of different Meanings,” Thave ſhown above, 
Peg. 307. 


(1) Quis Patrem non potiorem confitebitur, ut ingenitum 4 
genito, ut patrem a filio, ut eum qui miſer it ab eo qui 


miſſus eſt, ut volentem ab ipſo qui obediat? De Trinit. lib. 3. 


Which is abuſing your Reader with 


Your 


Qu. XIV. f the Con. 343 
Lour Charge of my being © reſolute, in F. 211. 
( diſputing, againſt the Eternit) of the Son,” 
| | have already anſwered at large, under Qu. 
5 N eee 
The words next following; vis. © an P. 211. 
« eternal Subſtance, not Divine, and a Son 
« made out of it , which is what you muſt 
« mean, or mean nothing :* is a Calumny as 
ridiculous, as *tis unjuſt. | . 


Query XIV. 


ether Dr. Clarke, who every where denies 
the Conſubſtantiality of the Sn as alſurd 
aud contradictory, does not, of Conſequence, 
affirm the Sou to be a Creature, e 8% oro, 
and ſo fall under his own Cenſure, and is 
Selfcondemu d? | 
 eAnſww. OUR frequent Uſe of this Term, P. 212. 
«THE Conſubſiantiality,” and | 
_ pretending that Others“ deny it;“ without 
ever expreſſing whic/> Sort of Conſubſtantia- 
lity you mean, though you well know the 
word has very different Significations ; is ex- 
tremely unfair, Sometimes, by your uſing 
the word, individual; you ſeem to mean, 
that the Father and Son are individually the 
ſame ſingle identical whole Sulſtauce; that 
is, that they are not (1) og, but Tavros- 
. cn, 


(1) *Ov ye 4uls 5 £511 £4UT9) O08TIOY, GAN £7'£poy zip. One 
and the ſame Being is not conſubſtantial zo iz/olfs but One Being 
| ; is 


344 


Of the Subordination 
alot, Novel, „A ff: Which is preciſe 
(1) Sabellizniſm, At other times, by 
your (2) ſhifting from the word, individual, 
to undivided; you ſeem to mean that they 
are really Two diſtinet and” diſtinct iy intelli. 
gent Sub//ances, with diſtinct and equally Su- 


PFreme independent Powers, only znfeparab!y 


P. 328, 


329, 


united, or undivided : Which is, in plain and 
direct Terms, Two Supreme Gods, undivided, 


or inſeparably united in metaphyſical Sub. 


ſtance. A Third ſenſe of Conſubſtantiality, is 


that which was taught at the Council of 


Nice; viz, that the Son was Begotten, by 
rhe ineffable Power of the Father, not [ar 
8% r out of nothing, but [i vn 80ias TE 
| \ | | 7 +} 

TeTes| from the Subſtance of the Father; 


without any diminution, diviſion, or altera- 


tion wiatſuever, of the Father himſelt ; in 
like manner as Oze Fire is lighted from ano. 


ther, without any Diminution or Diviſion of 


the Firſt, And This Conſubſtantiality, which 


zs conſubſtantial to another. Baſil. Epiſt. 300. See alſo Dr. Clarke's 
Letter to Dr, Wells, p. 47. And Cudworth's Syſtem, p. 604, 
© TR ONT” . 

(i) Certe Sabellius ipſe nunquam Filium lubens dixiſſet Pa- 
tri 6 p0ego4or, ſed potiùs Tavregoio, Aſſuredly Sabellius would nc. 
ver hate choſen to have called the Son conſubſtantial with the 
Father; but would rather have ſtiled them, Of one and the 
fame individual Subſtance. Bull, Defenſ; Fid. Nic, Seck. 2. 
e. I; 8. 0. | | | 

(20 4 205 individual intelligent Agent, one undivided 
4% zutelligent Agent. p.350. The Sum of the Catholic Doctrine: 
% The ſame Homogeneous Subſtance, and infſeparability : —— 
„% Uaa Summa res.” p. 391. Ihe Subſtance might be Undi- 
* vided notwithſtanding ; Whzcn is all that Any Catholick mzan: 
& by individual Subſtance.” p. 493: | 


Was 


Qu. XIV. \ f the Son. LE 3457 
5 was never thought to infer Egue] Suprema. 
, is not only not © every where,” (as you . 218. 
„by a direct and palpable Calamnyathim.) bur 
i where (that I know- of) © aeniea_by 
Dr. Clarke.“ Nor has he any were (that 

I can find) affirmed any thing, which, by 
| any Inference or juſt Conſequence, can be 
ſhown to be inconſiſtent with the Suppoſition 

of This Canſubſtantiality, Whatever, in this 

reſpect, the Son's metaphyſical Nature, Eſence, 

or Subſtance be; all the Doctor's Propoſiti- 

ons (as far as I can perceive) hold never- 

theleſs equally True. See below, on Query 
XXIX. i 2 


Your Defenſe of This Query, going Whol- 
ly upon the fame imaginary bottom, needs 
{I think) no further Anſwer. 


QUERY 


P. 214. 


„ 


Of the Sulordination 


Qu RRY XV. 


 Woether he alſo muſt not, of conſequence, af 


firm of the Son, that there was a Time 
when He was not, ſince God muſt exiſt be. 
| fore the Creature; and therefore is again 
Seif-condemnd. (See Prop. 16. Script. Doctr.) 
And whether He does not equivocate js 
ſah ing, elſewhere, that the ſecond Perſon 
has been always with the Firſt; and that 
there has been no Time, when He was not 
{9. Aud laſily, whether it be not a vain 


aud weak Atem to pretend to any middle 


way between the Orthodox and the Arians; 

or to carry the Sous Divinity the leaſt 
higher than They did, without taking in the 

Conſalſtautiality? 35 


N Foundation of your Accu— 


ation in the laſt Query, being 


removed; the Accuſation you bring in Thi 


Query, relying wholly upon the words 
L muſt of Conſequence,” | is entirely removed 
alſo. Dr. Clarke has no where affirmed, nor 
does it fol/9w (that I can perceive) from any 
thing he has laid down, that © there was a 
« Te when the Sou was not *Tis evident, 
I think, that the S who was begotten, 
mult of neceſſity be (as he is in Scripture 


conſtantly repreſented to be,) in Order of 


Nature, in real Order of Dignity and Autho- 
rity, and not in mere pofition of Words, Sub- 


ordiuate to the Father who begat him: And 


45 


Qu. XV. c the Sor 347 
as truly ſo, whether the Father Legat him 
of his Own Subſiance, or not; whether he begat 
him in Lime, or from Eternity, VE. 

Fo affirm that the Son * has been Mens P. 214, 
« with the Father?“ To affirm that the 
Scripture, in declaring the Sows Derivation 
from the Father, never makes mention of any 
Limitation of Time, but always ſuppoſes and 
affirms him to have exiſted with the Father 
f.om the Beginning, and before all Worlds : To 
afhrm moreover whatever elſe the Scripture 
any where affirms concerning this matter, 
and to blame "Thoſe who will preſume to 7- 
trade further into things which they have not 
ſeen This is not an © eguivocating in 
Dr. Clarke. But for Jon to require more; 
and that, in Matters of Religion, men mut 
be wiſe (according to their own ſeveral Fan- 
cies in Conſequences of Philoſophy and Me- 
taphyſicks) beyond what is written in Scrip- 
ture ; this is (I think) an unwarrantable and 
inexcuſable Preſamption. W 

Mhether it be not a vain and weak lid. 
* Attempt to pretend to any middle way be- 
teen the Orthodox and the Arians, 1s 
not material to determine. Between Jour 
Notion, [ viz, that there are Three Supreme 
Gods inſeparably united in one metaphyſical 
Sabſtance, | and the Arian notion | vis. that 
the Son and Spirit are Creatures made out of 
Nothing, made in Time ;] there is, I think, a 
very obvious and Orthodox Medium, [ vis. 
that there 1s One Supreme God and Father of 
All, from whom the Sou was in an ineffable 
| man- 
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manner Begotten, and the Holy Spirit Seu 

forth; and whoſe Will the Son and Spirit as 

perfectly and I e furfil, as a Mans 
u 


« be Out of Nothing, as was ſhown under the 1 © 
Doctor ſuppoſed nothing of what you fancy 


cuſation, a mere Calumny-_ 


not Eternal in ſuch a Senſe, as evidently 


Of the Subordination 


cwn' Hands (ſuppoſing they were intelligent 
Agents) execute the Will of the Man. 
Concerning your Uſe of This Phraſ,, 6 
«THE Corſuiflantiality > I have ſpoken x 
above, p. 343. . b 


- But ſtill you will have the Doctor to © 4. 4 


* ny the Eternity of the Son: He denies it h) 5 
« plain Conſequence, in ſuppoſing the Son ty | 
ce laſt Query.” Tanſwer: Under your Laſt g 
Query you have ſhows no ſuch thing. The 


him to have ſuppoſed. Your Conſequence 
therefore, is no Conſequence ; and your Ac- 


But you inſiſt upon it, that if the Son be 


makes him as really anderived, unoriginate, 


i. 


unbegotten, as the Father himſelf; *tis 10 
& eternity” at all; 'tis “only telling us, in 


n roundabout way, that the Son is not | 


bid, 


« Eternal.” If the Generation of the Son be 
at all an Act of the Father, (that is, if the 
Father begat the Son at all,) the Son, you 
will needs have it, cannot be Eternal: This 
is evidently the Reſult of your Argument. 
*+* He was made in Time, (you ſay,) if be was | 
“% made at all” The Argument, in the 
manner you here direct the ſtreſs of it, holds 
equally Thus: He was Begotten in Time, if 


be was Begotten at all. Again: „One Mo- 


& ment 


Son. 


« ment of Time, (you fay,) for the Father 
& tobe Prior, and to Will the Exiſtence of 
% the Son, would have contented the Arians:“ 
Is not the Argument exactly the ſame 7hzs ; 


One Moment of Time, for the Father to be 


Prior, and to Will the BEGETTING of the 
Son, &c? To tell you, that God does not 


want Oae Moment of Time; that an eternally 


Active Being, could Act eternally; is by no 


means ſatisfactory to you. Nothing will do, 


but denying the © Begetting of the Son 


to be at all an „ct of the Father > Which 


is, I think, denying both the Father and the 


You proceed : © Many of the eAntient Ari- 
ans, when accuſed, &c,” And, © It was 


frequent with the Arians, to deny the Son 


« to be Out of Nothing, or even to Anathe- 
« matize thoſe that ſhould affirm it,” And 
again: © The Antient Arians condemned thoſe 
« that ſhould preſume to ſay, that there was 
« Time when the Son was not.“ What is 


this, but only telling your Reader, that in 


former times, as well as in the preſent, weak 


thren, and threw about the odious names of 
eArian, and the like, ſometimes without Truth 
and Juſtice? FR 3 
Iour aſſertion, that © there 7s certainly ub 
* Medium bet wixt Orthodoxy and Arianiſm ;” 
has been conſidered above, p. 347. 
Concerning © there being uo Medium be- 


© tween God and Creature,” See above, P. 
301, 323. 


Con- 


8 % 


p. 2193 
210. 


and paſſionate men calumniated their Bre- 


P. 223, 
224. 


Ibid, 
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8 225. 


that Dr. Clarke's © Scheme has been condemned, 


. a 
# 6 
% t 


Concerning your. perpetual repetition of this 


phraſe, «THE Confi wlantiality : ſee allo 


above, p. 343. 
Lour next Obleivation deſerving Notice, is, 


near 1400 Tears apo, by a very wiſe, numerous, 


and unbiaſſed | viz, the Nicene ] Council. ” 
And that“ he cannot juſtly cite any Catholick 


"by Poſt-Nicene Writer (nor indeed Ante-Nicene, 


©. as certainly favouring his MAIN Doctrine.“ 
Juſt on the contrary, *tis certain that not On? 
of all the Doctor's Propoſe tions was condemn'd 


at the Council of Nice, either directly, or by 


Any uſt Conſequence. The MAIN Do- 
Erine 240 inſiſts on, is; that there is (as the 


_ Scripture expreſsly declares) but One God and 


Father of all, who is above all: Which is the 


Foundation and firſt Principle of Chriſtianity, 


and the firſt Article of the Nicene Creed. 


And that the Son, our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 


(whatever is his Metaphy ſical Nature or Sub. 


ſtance,) is Subordinate to the Father in Aut ho- 


rity, Dominion, and Worſhip. On Theſe only 
(whatever other Points may, or may not, 


poſſible or True in Speculation, ) depends all 


Chriſtian Duty and Practice. In Theſe Points : 


the Scripiures are full, clear, and expreſs 


throughout. In Theſe, all Ante-Nicene _ 
Nicene Writers unanimoully agree: And 


nerally the greateſt part even of the 29%. 
Niceues too. 


And the moſt numerous, Ortho- 


dox, and Catholick Councils, of Jeruſalem, 
Sardicg, Sirmium, and others, profeſſedly 
15 taught 


Qu. XV. y of the Fon. 1 


ced any one Paſſage of any one Writer even 


for the firſt 400 years, that agreed or taught 


with you, that the Son and Holy Spirit were 
The One Supreme God, or Equally Supreme 


with the Father in Authority, Dominion and 


Worſhip. 


Lou add: © The Church of Chriſt has been 


« in poſſeſſion of the preſent prevailing DoArines, 
8 ar leaſt for I400 Tears,” I take it for granted, 


that by © che preſent prevailing Doctrines,“ 
you mean your on Scholaſtick Notion. Now, 


not to take notice that you yourſelf elſewhere 
obſerve concerning men of a different opinion, 
that there was a time (within the compaſs you 
ſpeak of ) © when the World was in a manner 
* their own -> tis ſufficient here to reply, 
that whenever you ſpeak of individual Sub- 


flance er Eſſence, if thereby you mean one 
really individual or ſingular exiſtent Eſſence, 


Dr. Cudworth will ſhow you (p. 604) that 
That Doctrine ſeemeth not to have been 
* owned by Any publick Authority in the Chri- 


* ſlian Church, ſave That of the Lateran 


Council only That no ſuch thing was ever 
* entertained by the Nicene Fathers, &c.“ 
But if by © individual” you mean not really 
individual, but only undivided, (ſee above, 
p. 307, 343,) your Notion then is manifeſt 


Polytheiſm, | Mam Supreme Gods inſeparably ” 


united ] and is altogether inconſiſtent with 


| 25 35 
taught this Doctrine. Nor have you produ- 


p. 227. 


P. 204. 


that real Supremacy of the Father, which Bi- 


!hop. Pearſon and Biſhop Bull have largely 
N LE ſhown 


„ 


ſhown to be the Doctrine of the Moder 


Church, as Fuſebius has largely ſhown it to 


after all, the queſtion is not about Docirines 
in Poſſeſſion,” but about the Doctrine of 
SGeripture. 1 
F. 227. 
jon have to ſay, turns only upon your miſcon- 
« ftruftion of, I ſhould ſay, Equivocation in, 
the word Individual; which, you muſt need; 


be the Doctrine of the Antient Church. But 


But, to obviate this, you add: 4 


< know, we underſtand not in your Senſe of it, 


c unleſs we are weak enough to ſuppoſe Father 


and Son to be One Perſon.” The Abſurdi. 
ty of ſuppoſing the word, individual, to have 


*. 350, 


different Senſes, I have ſhown above, p. 30). 
And that, according to Tour Notion, the Fa. 
* ther and Son muſt of neceſſity either © b: 


cc One Perſon ” or 77500 Supreme Gods, 18 reall 1 


* „ 


very evident. For, Perſon and Intelligent 


Agent, being (as you yourſelf * acknowledge) 


the ſame : Twwo Supreme Perſons, being either 


Two Supreme intelligent Agents, muſt of neceſ- 
ſity be Iwo Supreme (however undivided) 
Gods; or being but“ one undivided intelligent 
Agent, they muſt conſequently be but one un- 


divided Perſon. They muſt either be Two Su- 


preme Gods 1n Perſon, however undivided in Sub- 
ſtance; or elſe they muſt be but one undivided 
Perſon, abſolutely on? only intelligent Agent. 
Both theſe Notions, the one Sabellianiſin, the 


other Trirheiſm, you frequently run into by 


Turns ; and one or the other of them, is always 


the immediate and neceſſary Conſequence of 


what youaffirm. See below on Query 29. if 


Qu. XV. 8 F the Fon. | 1 353 
' © If we uſe (you ſay) the word Production P. 227. 


) «K 4 all, We always take care to explain it to a | 
* GOOD Senſe; and never once imagine, 


« that the eternal Generation is a temporary 
Production.“ But I am afraid your Good 
R Senſe of the word, is No Senſe at all. For 

Product ion, whether Eternal or Temporary, 


j- whether from the Father's Subſtance Or not, is 
. ſtill equally a Production of the Perſon produ- 
J ced, and inconſiſtent with his being The One 


' Self-exiftent God. 


i our mentioning, © Objections againſt THE P. 118. 
x * DoFrine of the Bleſſed Trinity,” is an un- 
7 righteous miſrepreſentation. For the Obje&ors 


you mean, are not pleading againſt, but for 
„ {HE Dockrine of the Bleſſed Trinity, againſt 
Scholaſtick imaginations. By 25 
To conclude : Let men have patience (you lid. 
91 * ſay) 'til they are able to find out a truer and 
a juſter Scheme, and to clear it of all conſi- 
| © derable Difficulties,” The true and juſt 
F Scheme, and Already clear of all Difficulties, 
is, to build no PRACTICE but upon ex- 
preſs Command, and to ſpeculate. about T H E- 
ORIES at Leiſure. 
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354 O Divine Adoration 


Quz ry XVI. 
Divine Worſhip du. 


. 
2 


To the one God, | To Cbriſt. 


Thou ſhalt have no| They .. worſhipped | 


other Gods before me, him, Luke 24. 25. 

JJ ot nd Nobel ned ds 

Thou ſhalt Worſhip| Let all the Angels of 

the Lord thy God, and] God worſhip him, Heb. 

him only.  thait thou]. 55 

ſerve, Matth. 4. 10. That all Men ſhould 

8 Ihonour the Son, even 

as they honour the Fa- 
ther, John 5. 23. 


Whether by theſe (of the firſt Column) and the 
like Texts, Adoration and Worſhip be not ſo 
appropriated to the one God, as to belong to 


| him only? . 

T. 229. Anſw. 1 HE RE are Two fundamental Er- 

| FIN 1 vors, which run thro' the Whole 
and every part of your Reaſoning upon This 
3 and the following Query. 5 
| The Fir/t is; that your Whole Argument 


tends to prove, (not againſt Me, but againſt 

the very Notion of Chriſtianity in general,) 

that there neither is, nor can poſſibly be, any 

ſuch thing as Mediatorial Worſhip at all : And 
7. 235. that, not only the Heathen fictitious Deities, 
and the Popiſh Saints and Angels, are idolatrous 


Objects of Worſbip, becauſe appointed by Hu. 


mane 


* 0 


%S. 


tiquity. 


abſolutely præcluded from all Right of appoint- 


ing Any Perſon to be Mediatour, and to be 


adored with Any Adoration at all in That ca- 


pacity, who has not abſolutely in Himſelf, be- 


fore he intercedes or mediates, the very fame 
inherent independent Right of doing every 
thing by his own original Authority, as God 
the Father himſelf has, to whom the Interceſ- 
fron or Mediation is made ; nay, even the very 
fame Right and Authority to ſend the Father to 
have been Mediatour, as the Father had to ſend 
Him. Which is directly contrary to the Doctrine 
of the Whole New Teſtament, and of All An- 

The Second is; that though your Conclu- 
fron always ſuppoſes the Father and the Son to 
be Two real Perſons, yet your Premiſes drawn 
from Texts of the Old Teſtament are directly 


pointed to prove (if they prove any thing at 


all,) that Chriſt is, not the Son of che Father, 
and moſt High in the Glory of the Father, but 
that he 1s Himſelf That One God and Father 
of All, who is above all: Which is what the 


8 Perſon repreſented in thoſe Texts of the Old 


Teſtament, declares Himſelf, | Himſelf per/o- 
nally ; not his Nature, Eſſence, or Subſtance, 
but Himſelf always in moſt expreſs perſona! 
Characters] ALONE to be. See, A Modef# 


o 


Plea, NC. p. 133, XC. = 

The Teatro Jed, the Ground and Foun- 
dation of all your Miſtakes in this Matter, I 
think, is This; that you ſuppoſe © al! religious 


A * Worſhip 


„ 


mane invention; but that even God himſelf is 


P. 247 


- * 
* 1 0 5 - — — _ _ = = — — > " 2 ws 2 — — — _ = n — W ade cn — 8 1 2 
— — > —— — — nĩ— — = 3 ' j * ä — — ge ER - * . — : a DT . . 
AG ied - 1 C — "4 — hu he hi > 
n 7 — 0 — — — — — - . by — Ing : — 4 
: - 0 — - — = 2 e - = - - . 33 5 2 32 F * — 4 
, - : _ 4 —— 2 cn * 5 * * — — I PI Op -- - rune at ©. — ns 2 * 5 * N — r — * + r 3 q 8 SE DR CELTS, © — — 
” - - =t * K a . * — — 8 . 2 — a - CESSES IE = = SON * a - OS 5 — ty = 
— - - — — — —— —— * — 2 l K EF oy . 4 — — ”- b — 
: - —_—_ ————— U n T — —— — TS ome — — - — — P22 —— r * yo - <-— "i 5 Ws one th "a a v 2 L r * 
ä wc. —— — — — —— — — — _ — o . _ — _ I. . * * ad D * — — 5 * Rr r — y r «ag Say 8 : hs 
_ — — — — rg 8 N * — K — — 1 — 3 CI \ Wenn l 


— 


— = — 
ee A A ASS E —_—F 2 — — 


— — —— 
= 2 — 


, < 5 . | ; | 5 1 1 . A x ; * : 2 | 7 _ py 
. Divi Adoration © | 
, bits One Meaning, One igen 
x cancy, One Object, viz. the Divine N A. 
» 8$41 118 2 2 ane ett a e Ki 1 
or more.” That'is; that, not GG Himſelf, NN _ 


: 


but the (1) NATURE ef God, is the Ob- 
ject of Worſhip. Than which, nothing (1 

think) can poſſibly be more abſurd. For ?tis 

ſelf-evident (if any thing can be $elf-evidem) 

to common Senſe, that not NATURE, Ef: 

_ ſence, or Subſtance, but PERSON only; not 

Perſon in general, but individual living Perſon 

only; can be Any Obje&# of Worſhip, Prayer, 
XK Si Praiſe, or any other Application | whatſoever. | 
Whenever [To 9] the Deity or Divine Na. 

ture is ſpoken of as an Object of Adoration, 
F. 251. tis not by way of © ACCURACT” (as you 
abſurdly pretend,) but on the contrary by a 
Figurative way of ſpeaking, put for | » Se, 


= God himſelf; juſt as we ſay the King's Majeſty, 
| not to ſignify the Majeſty of the King, but 
| The Ring himſelf. And in Scripture, as well 
| as in common Reaſon, there is never once the 
6 leaſt Hint given, that Nature, Eſſence, Sub- 
| ſtance, or any thing elſe but individual Per- 


gl (1) In your Sermons, you explain your ſelf upon this Head 
after the following manner. © 4 CON FUSE general Per- 
* . of ſome kind of Priority of Order, is ſufficient to all 
40 th 


e Purpoſes of Faith or Worſhip. Properly ſpeaking, He 


=. | or Him are no more applicable to a divine Perſon, than She or 
; *& Her,,—-Jt or That,,—— They or Them,” [ ſheghins of the 
| | one True God. )- For, no good Reaſon “ can be gi ven, why 
| „the word God may not be uſed in à large indefinite -Senſe, 


not denoting any particular perſon; juſt as the word Man is often 
e uſed in Scripture, not denoting any particular Man, but Man in 
general, or Man indefinitely, »—— $9 he word God may 
$* ſometimes ſignify All the divine Perſons, ec.” p. 142, 144- 


ſon, 


ſan, is or can be at all the Ohject of Worſbip, 
or of any Application whatſoever. Tis evi- 
dent in every one of the Texts both of the 
Old and New Teſtament which you alledge, 
that the Characters are Always, expreſsly Per- 
' ſonal. Tbou ſhalt, have no other Gods belles ME 

__ {perfonally,] Exod. 20, 3. Thor ſhalt fear the 
© Lord thy God, and ſerve HI M, Deut. 6, 13. 
Thou ſhalt fear the Lord thy God, HIM per- 
ſonally again] halt thou ſerve, ch. 10, 20. 
Thou ſhale Worſhip the Lord thy God, and HIM 
only, | not, hir Subſtance, but, his Perſon, 
HIM only] alt thou ſerve, Mat. 4, 10. 
Since therefore, both neceſſarily in the na- 
ture of the thing itſelf, and evidently in the 
language of Scripture, nothing but individual 
J living Perſon only can be any Object of Wor- 
chip: Let us conſider now, what the Conſe- 
| quence of This will be. If it be true, (as 
l you pretend,) that rhere 1s not in Scripture 
| 8 © 2 Syllable about Prayer Abſolute and Rela- P. 
> rive; and that. © No diſtin&ion of Worſhip, 
n mediate and ultimate, was ever intimated” 
: there: It manifeſtly follows, either that Je- 
ſus Chriſt, the Son of God, is Himſelf That 

4 One God and Father of All, That One I, That 
; One Me, That One Him, That One Perſon, to 
e whom ALONE the Scriptures of the Old 
Teſtament expreſsly declare Worſhip to belong; 


8 — 1 5 © wn” H$FWw art AO 


> 


, or elſe it will follow, by Tour Principles, that 
" | He ought not to be worſhipped at all; nay, 


» | - that the Father has no Right to command him 
) to be worſhipped with Any Worſhip, 


358 


| Of Divine Adoration 
That the Texts of the Old Teſtament relate 


not to an © indefinite” * Perſon,” but definite 
to the Perſon of God the Father, is moſt evi- 


dent from the whole Tenowr of the New Je. 
Feament referring thereto. My bg 30ny 


whom you ſay that He is your God, Joh. 8, 5 

The God of Abrabam, and of Iſuat, 4 of 
Facob, the God of our Fathers, hath gloriffd 
HIS Son Feſus, Acts 3, 13. Father, 


This is Life eternal, to know Thee the only true 


God, and Jeſus C brift whom Thou haſt ſem, 
Joh. 17, 3. To us there is. but one God, the 


Father, 1 Cor. 8, 6. One God and ow 
all. Epheſ. 4, 6. The Direction of our Lor 
is; Mhen ye pray, ſay, Our Father which art 


in Heaven, Luk. 11, 2. For the Hour cometh, 


and now is, when the true Worſhippers ſhall 


worſhip the Father in Spirit and in Truth; For 
the Father ſeeketh ſuch to worſhip Him, Joh. 4, 
23- To which agreeth the Advice and Pra. 
ctice of the Apoſtles: That ye may with one 
Mind and one Mouth glorify God, even the Fa. 


ther or, the God and Father, % Sey x νν 


rege. of our Lord Feſus Chriſt, Rom. 15, 6. 
For this Cauſe I bow my Knees unto the 


Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, Epheſ. 


14. 
8 The Perſon of the Fatber therefore be- 


ing thus evidently declared, both in the 80 j 


( 19 Teras a & BY gelebte 0 aN ngiluun, xa) Tp05R T HG PLC, 
S 5:8 %., FT) Ty Por 9 rargòs, a urod en 3 Mise, Nun cal | 
Event rtiTo, Tay bfu ivo d irn Auomi ro, ir len Tt Epavou 25 a- 


1. YeruThs 80 (6, 16 une 85 Nie x p 4e, ve 
70 


5 & 7. P. IST» 


Qu. XVI. N80 7 ort ip." 


the original Object of Worſhip, as being the 


379 
Old Teſtament and in the New; to be Alone 


Sole Fountain both of all Perfection, and of 


all Authority and Power; Tis Demonſtration 


that no Other perſon (ſince no other Perſon 


can be Thar. One God and Father of all) can | 
poſſibly have Any Right to be worſhipped, if 
the Father has no Right to appoint that he 


ſhould be worſhipped, As certainly therefore 


as Any Worſhip at all is in the New Teſta- 


ment given to Chriſt the Mediatour of the 


New Covenant, ſo certainly is your Aſſertion 
falſe, that © the fundamental Rule of religious 
$6 Worſpip, is, to worſhip God only, and not | in 


Any Reſpect whomſoever, beſides, God ſhall 
* appoint to be worſhipped :* That No Di- ” 
i * ſtinffion of Morſbip, Mediate and Ultimate, 
« abſolute and relative, ſupreme and inferiour, 


| « Was ever int rimated ; ” That © neither the 


Lam nor the Prophets, neither Chriſt nor 


* bis Apoſtles, ever intimated any Thing like 


4 it. „ 


The Very Texts which you alledge to ein 
that Chriſt is the Supreme and Ultimate, not 


P. 243, 
& 232. 


p. 247, 
8236. 


P. 243. 


P. 229. 


Medhave, Obje& of Worſhip ; are themlclves 


ds; sue. The Word of God, who is the Guide and 
« Preſident over all Things, brought them (the Jews) back 
« to the Worſhip of the Father only, who is the moſt High, 
* far above all Ii 

« every thing that is made; gently and meekly inviting thoſe 
& who obeyed him, and teaching them that the Unbegotten 


and moſt high God, the Maker of the Univerſe, was the 


only Object ot their Worſhip. Euſeb. Dem. Evang. lib. 4. 


71 YT 01; Tov , , Tay Y TornTuy Fey Toy Suge F apo- 


hings that are viſible, far aboye Heaven and 


Aa 4 N on 


— 


an tho conltrary a full and direct Evidence of 


ten imo the World, be ſuith, And let all rhe 


not as Supreme, but by the Command of the 


P. 229, 


Of: Divny I” tufdoration' 19 


Subbrdinate, mediate; or relative \'Worſhip, 


Angels of God worſhip bim "worſhip him, 


Father. S0 it follows, ver. g, Thou haſt loved 
righteouſneſs, ani hated Iniquity; Therefore 
Goa, even Thy God, hath anointed thee” with 
the Oil of gladneſs /above thy Fellows. Again: 
When he faith, Fob. 5; 23, That all men ſhould 
honour the Son, even as they honour'the Father; 
he adds, He that honoureth not the Son, ho- 


noureth not the Father which bath SENT hm. 


This Honour, or religious Worthip, is in the 
foregoing Verſe expreſsly founded on This, 


that the Father hath COM MITTE D all 
Judgment to the Son, And the Reaſon is gi- 
ven, ver. 27, He bath given him Authority to 
execute Judgment alſo, BECAUSE be is 


the Son of Man. Plainly pointing to that 


Prophecy of Daniel, ch. 7, 13. I ſaw in the 
 night-viſions, and behold one like the Son of 
Man came with the clouds of Heaven, and 


came to the Antient of Days, and they brought 


him near before him; and there was given him 


Dominion and Glory and a Kingdom, that all 


People, Nations and Languages, ſhould ſerve 


him; His Dominion is an everlaſting Dominion 
which-ſhall not paſs away, and his Kingdom that 
which ſhall nos be defliroyed. The Service, 
Honour, or Worſhip here mentioned both in 
the Prophecy and in the Goſpel, being tound- 


cd 


Qu. XVI. ee * pip. 


Judgement, which was not eriginal or underi- 
ved; but Given and Committed evidently 


hows that it isa Worſhip which cannot (withj- 


out manifeſt Abſurdity) be given at all, much 
leſs * appropriated, to the One Supreme 


„God, a Worſpip, (though in the face of 
the whole Goſpel you preſumptuouſly deny 
| there can be any ſuch thing at all,) “relative, 
« mediate,” ſubordinate; a Worſhip of the Son, 
To the Glory of the Father; an Honouring of 


the Son, to the Honour of the Father which 


Sent bioůn. © Nov 
Whatever is the Metaphyſical Nature, Eſ- 
ſence or Subſtance ot the Son of God, yet his 


' + - | 


P. 


247. 


Worſhip in Seripture is never intimated to be 


founded upon That, but in Fadt it is There 


always aſcribed to him as being Hediatour; al- 
cribed, not as Supreme, but as by the Appoint- 
ment and Command of the Father; aſcribed, 
not as ultimate, but as tending finally r the 


Glory of God the Father. There is one God, 


and one Mediator between God and Men, the 


Man Chriſt Jeſus, 1 Tim. 2, 5. Wherefore be 
is able to ſave them to the e that come 


unto God By bim, ſeeing he ever liveth to make 
Interceſſion for them, Heb. 7, 25. Ask the Fa- 


ther in my Name, Joh. 15, 16. IT thank my God 


rhrough Jeſus Cbriſft, Rom. 1, 8. We have Peace 
with God, through our Lord Feſus Chriſt : By 


whom alſo we have Acceſs by Faith, Rom. 5; 
1,2. Through him we Both haue an Acceſs, by 
one Spirit, unto the Father, Epheſ. 2, 18. Gi- 


ving 


30 
ed on 4a Dominion, Glory, and Power f 
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Ds hon Thanks: always for all Ihinge, unto God 


| ; through Feſus Chriſt, 1 Pet. 4, 11. Who being 


Cb, ch. 5, 20. Mypatſoever ye do in Mord ur 
Dred, do all in the Name of our Lord Jeſus, yi. 


Coloſ. 3, 17. By him therefore let us offer the 
ago of Praiſe to God continually, Heb. 1, 


Of(\Droine Adoration ' 


we 


Ache Father, in the Name of our Lord Jefi: 
ving Thanks. to God and the Father By bin, 


15. That God in all Thing may be Glorifyed 


in the Form of God, ——took upon him the 
Form of a Servant, —— and became ob#dient un- 
to Death; H/ berefore God alſo bath bighj 
exalted him, and given him a Name above eve- 
ry Name, that at the Name of Teſus eve 
Knee ſoould bow, and that evety Tongiie 


ſpould confeſs that Jeſ ſus Chriſt is Lord, To the 
Glory of God the Father, Philip. 2; 6=—11. 


Ihen he bringeth in the firſt. begotten into the 


World, be ſaith, and let all the Angels of God 


worſbip him, Heb. 1, 6. Unto him that loved us, 


and waſhed us from our Sins in bis own Blood 
and bath made us Kings and Prieſts unto God 


and bis Father, Cor, 79 his God and Father, 


TO Jed xa rar 4vT8,] to him be Glory and 
Dominion for ever and ever, Rev. 1; 5, 6. And 


they ſung a new Song, ſaying, Thou art wor- 
thy 


us to God by thy Blood. —Worthy is the Lamb 
that was ſlain, to receive Power and Riches and 


Wiſdom and Strength and Honuur and Glory 


and Bleſſing, Rev. 53 9, 12. Glory be unto bim 
tbat ſitteth upon the Haun 2 unto be Lau, 


ver. 13. 


Is 


for thou waſt flain, and haſt redeemed. 


expreſsly declares, terminates not ultimately 


with That Worſhip, which HE in the Texts 


Qu. XVI. wand Worſhip. | 363 
Is it poſſible, a man that ever read theſe 
Texts, ſhould ſeriouſly aflert, that in Scrip- p. 236. 
« ture there is not 4 SHllable about Abſolute 

% and Relative, Supreme and Inferiour Prayer ?” 

That * neither the Lam nor the Prophets, nei- b. 243. 
* ther Chriſt nor his Apaſtles, ever intimated 8 
any thing like it 2” And that © No Diſt indt ion P. 247. 

© of Worſhip, MED IAT E and Ultimate, 

% was ever intimated 2” Is That Worſhip NOT 
MEDIATE, which is paid to the Media- 
tor, as Mediator; and which, the Scripture fo 


in him, but Through him To the Glory of the 
Sen 5; FFF 
The Worſhip of the one God and Father of 
all, is founded Principally in That, which 50 
(differing herein from All Antiquity) are ne- 
ver pleaſed to mention at all in This Argu- 
ment; vis. his Supreme, independent, original, 
underived Power and Dominion; his havin 
all Perfections and all Dominion abſolutely in 
and of Himſelf, original, underived, and inde- 
pendent on Any. Which are . ſuch Reaſons as 
not only © exclude all Creature-worſhip,” not 
only © exclude all Creatures; but they are 
Reaſons © why HE, and HE ALONE, in 
* oppoſition ro ALL OTHERS,” [to All 
Others whatſoever,] © is to be worſnipped” 


expreſsly appropriates to Himſelf (always in 
perſonal Terms to Himſelf”) 4lone. Your © In- 
* ference” therefore from my affirming © abſo- 
* lure, Supreme, ultimate, ſovereign Waſh, ro 
: | o i | e 
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247. 


P. 247, „ F the Son of God is a Creature, he is nit 


252. 


lies Thus: There being no ſuch thing as 
P. 247..% Mediate Worſhip,” therefore if the Worſhip 


Of Divine brand 7 7 0 I Qu. 
„be appropriated 70 the Perſonſ of the Faith the 
4 only, as The.Qne God; ought to be, not 
that c relative inferiour W, orſbip may be paidny 
* the Creatures z but that, if Any Worſhip 
is oommanded to be paid to Any They perſon 
- whatſoever, (whether created or not created, 
whether generated, or emaning, or in hu 
manner ſoever deriving from the Father « 


P. 235, All,) it can be no other than * relative” > wl 


* mediate” Worſhip, tending ultimately ro the © th 
Glory of the Father, And the True Argument, 1 
according to Tour Principles, is not This only, « 
(as you are pleaſed fallacioully to put it) 1“ 


* to be worſhipped ;” (for the Queſtion does 
not depend upon the Manner bow he exiſts 


from the Father :) But your True Argument 


of the Son be any more Mediate To the Glory 
of the Father, than the Worthip of the Fa- 
ther is Mediate To the Glory of the Son, the 
Son ought not to be worſhipped at all. And 
indeed, moſt evidently, your Whole Reafon- 
ing under This Query, tends only to prove, 
that the Son of God, if he is not (what tis 
impoſſible he ſhould be,) That ME, That 
PERSON, mentioned in the Firſt Com- 
mandment, and in your other Texts; he ought 
not to be worſhipped at all, This is conſtant- 
ly the juſt and only Inference of your Argu- 
ment. Which you unfairly and weakly in- 
deavour to conceal, bone ide by Parts 


Qu. XVB en Morſfip: 365 
the complex Term [© Being] as diinguiſbed P. 230, 
from ¶ Per an,] in | thoſe places where the 
Texts themfelves expreſsly make uſe of Per- 
ſonul Terths only :- And ſometimes by putting 
the words “ Al Creatures”) and [© the b. 232, 
a, Creatures] and | 4 Creature] and 1473 
t “ any Creature, n] where the Texts exprefsly 
| denote All Per ſons whatſorver, beſides Him 
who There ſpeaks: And ſometimes by uſing 
the word'[*® God] in a complex general Senſe, 
* juſt as the word (Man) is often uſed, not 21245. 
to denote any particular Man, but Man in And Ser- 
generale Whereas the whole Scripture con- 14. “ 
ſtantly ſpeaks of God in the perſonal expreſ- 
lions, He and Him, Which Expreſſions, you 
preſumptuuoſly fay, © are inconvenient, as not Sermons 
taking in all that we apprehend of the One J. 43: 
8 © Trne God.” But ſurely it would have been 
more modeſt, to have rather ſuſpected your 
own Notion as © inconvenient,” for not agree- 
ing with the conſtant and invariably uniform 
Expreſſions of Scripture. N 
I proceed now to your Obſervations from 
Antiquity + Only firſt taking Notice, that you 
charge me with a © Miftake” and with a De- 
ſign to © ſlip over a Difficulty,” by putting 7. 235. 
„Honour, an ambiguous word, inſtead of Wor- 
«ſhip and Adoration.” But does the word, 
Honour, in Joh. 5, 23, (one of the Texts be- 
fore us,) mean no more than Civil Re ſpect and 
 Efteem ? If it does not, why did you alledge 
it to found the Worſhip of Chriſt upon it? 
If it does, why do you blame me for uſing 
__ a Scrip- 


P. 2.33, 
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P. 248, Oc. 


O Divine Adoration 
a Scripture- Word, by which, you could not 
but ſee, that, in the Application of it, I meant 
the ſame as Morſbip Srl 161 515 10 æt DION | 

The Antients you cite, declare indeed that 
God Alone is to be worſhipped? ' By which 
word God, in every one of the Paſſages you 


_ alledge, is evidently meant The God and Fa- 


ther of all; who, in your Firſt Paſſage, is 


ſtiled (1) The only God. In the Second, (2) 


| The Maker and Lord of all. In the Third; (3) 


God, who is the Very and True God. In the 
Fifth, (4) The One God. In the Seventh, (5) 


The one only God, who is truly Supreme over all, 
In the Eighth, (6) The Lord God, whom only 
we are to ſerve. In the Ninth, (7) The Ma- 


ker of all things, whom only we ought to adore 


tient Writers, as they frequently ſay that God 


and admire and worſhip. In the Laſt, (8) The 
Unoriginate Nature of God. For theſe An- 


only is to be worſhipped ; ſo they no leſs fre- 
quently ſay, that the Farber only, or that The 
One God and Father of All is Only to be wor- 


| ſhipped, or that He only is to be worſhipped 


through Jeſus Chriſt. From whence they never 


(1) T gre He. Juſt, Mart. Apol. T. c. 21. 

(2) Te, rem dvray, xa; Azororkus, Athenag. P. 56. 

(3) O45 5, 79 des geg a 2nF Theophil. P. 30. 
(4) Quod colimus, deus unus eſt. Tertull. Apol. c. 17. 


5) Ever Ae T ey Yb, Toy drs dr rar ronpc reg. Clem. 
Alex. P. 825, Edit. Ox. 


vire. Iren. P. 310. Edit. Benedict. 


(7) nge uui, de Favpage xas iS xp A, Te rf xt 


Foinggre, Orig. adv. Celſ. P. 158. IP, 
(8) Tu ayamro red $166 Por. Orig. adv, Celſ. P. 189. 


infer 


(6) Dominum Deum tuum adorare oportet, & ipfi ſoli ſer- 
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| infer, as vo do, that Chriſt is either That 

One Supreme Gau, who Alone is to be Wor- 

ſhipped ; or elſe, that he ought zot to be 

worſhipped at all. They thought, on tlie 

contrary, that the Worſhip of Ihe one G 

only, was very conſiſtent with his appointing, 

a Mediator, Through whom, as an eternal 

\ High Prieſt and living Interceſſor, they might 
and ought (9 Bouins, as Fuſtin Martyr 
has it; becauſe God had commandea them ſo 
ta do z) to offer up their Prayers and Praiſes 
to the aue God aud Father of all. Origen par- 
ticularly, whom you here refer to, has ex- p. 
plained himſelf to this purpoſe in the Auileſt 
and moft diſtintt manner poſſible. See the Paſ- 
ſages below, under the Following Quer); and 
in Dr. Clarke's Scripture-Doctrine, p. 121, 325, 
326, Edit. ad. And p. 356, Edit. 1ſt. 
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Query XVII. 


Mhether, not wit hjſt au ding, 19 and Adora- 
tion be not equally due to Chriſt; and conſe- 
quently, whether it mult not follow that he 
10 the one God, and not (as the Arians ſup- 
Poſe) a diſtinct inferiour Being ? 


Anſw. HE Perſonal words, HIM ON- 
LT ſhalt thou ſerve, (as J obſer- 

ved upon the foregoing Query,) are as expreſs- 
ly excluſive of any Ocher diſtin& Per/oz, ei- 
ther i»feriour or equal; as they are of 
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P. 252. any © drſtinf inferiour [or equal] Being,” if 

If therefore © Worſhip and Adoration be equal. 

c Jy due to Chriſt,” as to the Father; it will 

follow unavoidably from Tour Principles, that 

he can no more be a diſtint Perſon than a 

diſtinct Being; but muſt be That HIM, 

That M E, That very individual Perſon, who, 

in the Texts referred to, excludes All Others, 

(all other Perſoxs expreſsly, as well as Beings,) 

from being what He there declares Himſelf 

Alone to be. | 5 1 

T. 252. Again. It © Worſhip and eAdoration le © 

_&« EQUALLY due to Chriſt” as to the Fa- 5 

v. 254, ther; and © MWorſhip is eAlways of the S AME 

C 253. Import and Signiſicancy; and there is 

P. 247. „ No diſtinction of Worſhip, Mediate and L.. 

„ timate > Then the Son is no more wor- 

ſhipped Mediately To the Glory of the Father, 

than the Father 1s worſhipped Mediately 

To the Glory of the Son. Which whether 

it be indeed the Doctrine of the New Teſta- 
ment, I leave the Reader to judge. 

T. 253. You alledge, that © Worſhip is offered to 

* the Father, not for the recognizing his Per- 

e ſonal Properties, as he ſtands diſtinguiſhed 

& from the Son and Holy Spirit; but his Eſ- 

« ſential Perfectious common to all” That 

is to ſay: No Worſhip at all is paid to the 

Father Himſelt, but to the Eſſence or Sub- 

ftance of the Father. And the ſame Diſtincti- 

on of Perſonal and Eſential, you again re- 

peat> Pag. 349, 354, 371. I anſwer: I have 

already ſhown, and 'tis obvious to common 

ſenſe, that all Worſhip neceſſarily in the — 

| | 0 


of the thing is Perſonal. Not Nature, Sub- 
ſtauce, or Hence, or any other eHſtract 
whatſoever ; but Perſon only, or inui vidunul! 
intelligent Agent, as being intelligent, and as 
having Dignity, Power, Authority and Good- 
neſs, can be capable of being an Object of Wor- 
ſoip. Every Act of Duty, Reſpect, Honour 
or Worſhip, is evidently, in the very Nature 
of Things, entirely Perſonal; correſponding to 
the individual Power, Dominion or Authority, 
of the reſpective Perſon to whom it is paid. 
Your diſtinction of perſonal and eſſential, is 
excellently expoſed by the Learned Biſhop 
Pearſon, upon the Firſt Article of the Creed. 
In vaia (ſays he) is that vulgar Diſtiucti- 
_ * oz applied unto the Explication of the 
Creed, whereby the Father is conſidered 
both Perſonally and Eſſentially ; Perſonally 
as the firſt in the glorious Trinity, with 
* Relation and Oppoſition to the Son; Eſſex. 
_ © tzally, as comprehending the whole Trini- 
ty, Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt. For that 
_ © the Son is at here comprehended in the 
“ Father, is evident, not only out of the Ori- 
_* ginal and Occaſion, but allo from the very 
„Letter of the Creed, which teaches us to 
„believe in God the Father, and in His 
& Sox. For if the Son were included in the 
« Father, then were the Son the Father of 
« himſelf” Pag. 32. Edit. 4. But the Son, 
you ſay, © has ALL the ſame eſſential Per- 
e feF/ons which the father hath,” and is 
cc equal is ALL thoſe Reſpects, for which 
* [Worſhip is due tothe _ himſelf 7, r 
Ge pa — * dis 
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ee dine equally eternal, &c.“ To make 


good your Aſſertion, it was neceſſary you 
ſhould have added, equally Self-ſr/f/cient, 


_ equally Self exiſtent, equally having All Per. 
Fections and eAll Dominion abſolutly In and Of 


Himſelf, original, underived, unberotten, in- , 


P. 254. 


| P. 263. 
F. 265. 


P. 254. 


dependent on Any. Or, are Theſe None of 


* ALL thoſe Reſpects, for which Worſhip is 


due to the Father himſelf 7? E 
** As to the Subordination of Perſons ; That 
% (you add) 27s of Diſt inet confiderat io} —« - 


* I» SOME Senſe, every thing muſt be refer. 


© red to the Father.” 


“= Oubordination 


« ;z, SOME Senſe &c,” Your Inconliftency 


in all This, I have largely ſhown above, pag. 

317, 318, £ paſſim. _ Go 8 Gags 
Your next Obſervation, is very unreaſona- 

ble and unchriftian. I“ have (you tell me) 


% many Things to ſay, in HOPES to leſſen 
* the Honour and Worſhip attributed to the 


Son in holy Scripture : But unleſs” I could 


« prove that no Worſhip at all is to be paid 
to him,” I © prove nothing. I pray God 


forgive you the Tzjzry you here do me. I 
have no Hopes, no Concern, but to maintain 


the Honour of the Father, as maintained in 


Scripture ; and to aſcribe to the $92 all the 


Honour, Worſhip and Glory, that the Scripture 


any where aſcribes to him. Jou, on the con- 
trary, Iam very ſure, ſay many Things, (not 


in Hopes to leſſen: God forbid ; but) which 
do by neceſſary Conſequence leſen the Ho- 
nour, Worſhip and Supremacy, of the One 

od and Father of all, reſerved to him in 


Scrip- 
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Scripture. Your whole Reaſoning, tends to 
confound' the Perſous and the Worſhip of the 
Father and the $97, And the Worſhip of 
Chriſt our Mediator aud Interceſſor with the 
Father, if it be Cas it cannot but be) Mediate 
Worſhip To the Glory of the Fatber, ought Phil ant. 
not (it ſeems) to be Any Worſhip at all. Now _ 
whether J, who maintain the Worſhip of the 
Son in every Form and Expreſſion and (think) 
in every Senſe in which the Scripture attri- 
| butes Worſhip to him; or Jou, who regard 
not the Scripture- Forms and Examples of 
Worſhip, but build your Notion of religious 
Worſhip upon Metaphy/ical Speculations which 
the Scriptures never mention in Any Precept 
or Example of Worſhip: Whether (I fay) 
Tou or I, do moſt in Reality leſſen the Honour 
and Worſhip of the Son of God, let every intel- 
ligent Reader judge. „ 
But you ask: Does not © the Honour of p. 255, 
Either, redound to Both ? redound to the & 203. 
“ Glory of Both?” And when our Saviour 
prays to the Father; © Father, glorify thy 
« Fon, that thy Son alſo may glorify thee : 
% How familiar, bow EQUALLY concern- 
„% ed, as well for dis own, as his Father's 
4% Glory!” In return, 1 alſo ask : Have then 
Thoſe words of our Lord No Meaning? 1 
honour my Father: I ſeek not mine own Glory : 
FF I boaour my ſelf, my Honour is nothing: I 
ſeek not mize own Will, but the Will of. my 
Father which bas ſent me, Joh. 5 49, 50, 
55; and 60. 5, 30. Do you realy think, that 
the Worſhip of the Father does as much 
e 1 ter- 
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P. 263. © terminate” finally © 7n the Son, as the 


P. 247. 


Phil. 2,11, 


P. 255, 


Worſhip of the Son terminates finally in the 


Father? Do you really think, that the Wor. 


ſhip of the Son is“ nd more EMEDIATE”® 


to the Glory of the Father, than the Worſhip 
of the Father is MEDIATE to the Glory 


of the Son? Do you really think, that the 
Son's © glorifying the Father,”. means the ve- 


ry ſame thing, and is to be underſtood in the 


i. 


p. 256. 


very ſame Senſe, as the Father's © glorifying 
the Son, and highly exalting him, and giving 
him a Name above every Name, c? If not; 


«read again, — believe your own eyes,” and 
ask yourſelf, © How could you miſs ſuch plain 
Rn | 


You ask again: Is not © Chriſt to be wor. 
* ſhipped, or invocated?” Yes: But always 


with reference ultimately To the Glory of the 


Father; whereas the Worſhip of the Fat her, 


terminates ultimately in Himſelf. Of the 


Texts you cite, ſome are not Inſtances of In- 


vocation at all: Others are moſt expreſs for 


the Notion I am pleading for: Thus Fob. 5, 
23, The Honour paid to the Son, is to Him 
who has All Judgment COMMITTED un. 


to him: And eAdts 7, 59, Chriſt is invoca- 
ted, ſtanding (as Mearatour) on the right. 


hand of God, ver. 55. 

You go on: © Glory and Dominion for ever 

* to the Father.” True; but exfpreſsly on 

different Accounts: To the Son, as being the 

Lamb ſlain : To the Father, as Him that ſit- 

teth on the Throne, even the Lord God eAl- 
mighty 


and ever, are aſcribed to Him, as well as 


Qu. XVII. and Worſhip. 
mighty, C (i) tavroxexToe, Supreme over all ;) 
Which was, and is, and is to come: Who cre- 


ated all things, and FOR whoſe PL E A. 
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SURE they are, and were created. Rev. 4; 


39 11. N 
Tou allow, that © as the Son ſtands to us 
“ under the particular Character of Mediator, 

* (2) beſides what he is in common with the 


Father; our Prayers Generally are to be 
_& offered, rather Through him, than To him.” 
But how is This conſiſtent with what you 


_ aſſerted Before, that in Scripture © NO Di- 
e ſtiuction of Worſhip, MEDIATE and Ul- 

* timate, was ever intimated?” Or how is it 
conſiſtent with what immediately follows: 


« If the Son is to be worſhipped, it can be on 


P. 262: 


P. 247. 


P. 262. 


* NO OTHER (Account, but — on the 


« eAccount of his being One with the Fa- 
Ear 85 
Jou proceed: There is © No Diſtinction 
&© of Worſhip,” becauſe though © in ſome ſenſe 
« every thing muſt be referred to the Father, 
« a5——the Head and Fountain of all, yet tis 
c all but One eAcknowledement of One and 
the Same Eſſential Excellency and Perfecti- 
on.“ That is to fay : Neither (3) the Father, 
nor the Son, but only Ahſtract Eſeuce, is in- 


deed the Proper Object of Worſhip at all. But, 


how is .** the Eſſential Excellency and Perfecti- 
on the SAME?” Why, © confidered Pri- 


L (1) See below, on Query XXVII, towards the End. 
(2) See Dr. Clarke's Scripture-Dottrine, p. 357, 358, 359» 
Edit. 1ſt, And p. 327, 328, 329, Edit, 2d. | 

(3) See above, p. 356. | 


Bb 2 _ © marily 


P. 263, 
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« marily in the Father, and Derivatively in 
© the Son. That is: Either . derived Perfe. 
Ctions, and wrderived Perſections, are the 
ſame ;, and the Son has the anderived Perfe. 
tions of the Father, derivatively : Or elſe 
Selfrexiſtence and Underived Self-ſufficiency 
are no Excellenc), no Perfection at all. 
_ You charge me with a Petitio Principii,” 
with © taking the main thing for granted, that 
** 2 Diſtinction of Perſons 7s the ſame with a 
“ Difference of Nature.” Concerning NA. 


TURE I affirm nothing, I take nothing for 


granted, becauſe it is a complex Term of 


very indeterminate Signification: [ſee above, 
pag. 176.] All that I © take for granted,” is, 


that the (ME) in the firſt Commandment, 
and in Other the like Texts, ſignifies the 


Perſon There ſpeaking, as diſtinguiſhed from 


. 64. 
aaubundantly conſidered already. The Angels 
being ORD ERE D to worſhip the Son,” 


F. 205. 


eAll Others. And all that I zifer from thence 


is, that there muſt be a real Difference of 


Authority between Him and All Others what- 


ſot ver. 


What you alledge from Heb. 1. has been 


is directly Againſt you. And tho' he might 


very juſtly, yet © he” Is not There declared 


to have “ made the Worlds,” but that the Fa- 
ther By Him made the Worlds. 1 
Your allegation, that ©* there neither 15, 
nor can be, any Medium between God and 
Creature; has been anſwered above, pag. 


301, 339. 


Your 


WWW 


* 
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; Your Charge upon us, of © deming the P. 266. 
| Conſubſtantiality; And your own variable 
Uſe of the terms, Same Subſtauce; And 
our cla iming to be © told plainly” cer rain Me- 
raphylical Abturdities, which the Scriptures ne- 
ver mention at all: have alſo been %% be di- 
ſtinctly conſidered, Lax 308, 339, 340 351. 


lreturn now to conſider what you offer from 
eAntiiquity, concerning the Notion of Hh, . 
vou begin with a Scrap of a Paſſage out!“ 
of Juſtin Martyr, which | have ſet down at 
length in (1) the Margin, How far it fa- 


* 
#1 
8 


(1) Ext re, 2 Toy Tug $175) ver S lrru, 3065 1 
oy chr, 00 T Ty 2 £099 2 Somos uf aulas 
6" EN gε „ TviL/& Ts To Tp@1Tix09, e t £4 A, 

a mi 4 MnFeig Tymavrt;, Apol, 1. P. IT, 12. The Ambiguity 
of that part of this Paſſage which relates to Angels, brings to 
mind a remarkable place of OHrigen, adverſ. Celſ. lib. 8. b. 386. 
Where he lays; Er 9657 5% 0 2 Fm TREE 4 forme 70 F869 7 
vu ares, CESS 4 * 2 T5 N PII þ ud, 8 Gre, T F209, CAD, 
x4 1786 UTnperes urea Neger ebe. Ei & 55 2706 785 ae UT 1 
para Tov £00 fuer r lumen rob Fo, Toy T eg x Toy M- 
ee A 755 A 85 ieh, ib, PI TET& eye er, 

Jeg c 096 4 To M Too Freamw Huy ure TN 464815 ten oo 
engere P77 70 Tou Sete fag £09, £67 Oey Zy £66 Tov 20 | 
Wer, Wy We THAIS TY OLNEY 6 fuse, Greg £,6900UpvEy We di vr ven- ; 
oi. © Celſus, from our worſhipping the Son together with 

God, concludes, that according to Our Notions; not God 
| only, but his Miniſters allo, are to be ſerved (or worſhipped.) 
Now if indeed he had meant thoſe who are the True Mini- 
„ ſters of God, after the only-begotten Son of God; wiz. 
« Gabriel, and Mic ael, and the reſt of the Angels and Arch- 
Angels, and had contended that Theſe ought to be w orſhip- 
ped: Poſſibly diſtinguiſhing firſt the Meaning of the word 
Worſhip, and the Ads of the Worſhipper, mut have ſaid 
ſomething on this Head, according to the Nature ot the 
Subject, and the beſt of my Capacity in Ju udging of it.“ In 
the latter part of which Paſſage, tis evident that Orig Sen, by *42 
term Worthip, means neither Prayer nor Invocation, 1 y 
an Acknowledgment of Reverence and Eltc&iul, propos? 
70 the Dignity of the Object. 


20 
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P. 247. vours your Notion, that there is © No Di. 


' {tinttion of Worſhip ;” appears from the 


words you have omitted, (Ayo xai dAnSiic 


H yres,) Honcuring Them according to Reaſon 


and Truth. The Meaning of which, he thus 


explains, elſewhere: 


< [ſhall (1) ſhow (Jens he) that with good 


„ Reaſon we hononr the So of the True God 
* 1n the Second Place, and the Prophetick Shi 
** 71t in the Third Place.” Again: (2) Next af 
' © ter the Unbegotten and ineffable God, we 
* adore and love his Word, becauſe for our 
** ſakes he was made Man, that, by being 


* Partaker ofour Sufferings, he might heal us.” 


EeAnd, in his Dialogue with Trypho : © (3) 
“ He who, being of a pious Diſpoſition, loves 


God with all his Heart, and with all his 
Strength; will honour (or worſhip) no other 


God : Yet he will alſo honour (or worſhip) 
That Angel [or Meſſenger of God, Chriſt the 


% Will Cor Command] that he ſhould do' fo.” 


The great and General Rule of Religious Wor- 


{hip, was, as the ſame Author tells us, © (4) to 
offer up Prayers and Thankſgivings to the Fa- 


„ ther and Maker of the Univerſe, thro* the 


ws Nb af , 9.5 | 935 3 3; / 7 * ; 
(1) Lie, urg & eros Jet ſidbrg te, vel en deri v Ne 
11g, Tye pre TE ua  TEATY TH, Ts pier AS riοαοιν 
dg ef. Apol. 1. P. 24. Edit. Grab. 125 5 
(2) Teo oP a0 ανι,n #044 def pf Des Aary er fut v e+£09 . 
x*νν t 0 d e , #7610 rer 0 YL; d peng Ve erer, vg 
cel Tay TATA TO 4 peTipwy CUmpriroxO Yi wa®r, x wow ren. 
ena, Apol. 2. P. 34, 35. | „ 
(3) See above, on P. 10. 


(4) See above, on P. 23. | 


Angel of the Covenant, ] becauſe it is God's 


Name of the crucifyed Jeſus.” And again: 
4 (1) In all our Oblations we bleſs and 
e praiſe the Maker of all Things, through 


Y 


his Son Jeſus Chriſt, and through the Ho- N 


“ly Spirit.“ | 


You obſerve, that Athenagoras © joins the P. 
« Son with the Father :“ that Theophilas, ſti- P. 


ling the Son God, © of conſequence Muſt ſup. 
« poſe Worſhip due to him: And that, ac- 
cording to Tatiar's Reaſoning, © he Might be 
* worſhipped.” But does This prove the 
| Worſhip of the Son, NOT to be © ME DL 
© ATE” to the Glory of the Father? 


Tertullian (you ſay) © Muſt certainly in- V. 


© clade the Son, and © accordingly admits 
« the Worſhip of him.” True: But 1s not 
That Worſhip, Mediate? Does not he ſay, in 
the very place you refer to, © We (2) wor- 


„ ſhip God through Chriſt.” Clemens Alex- P. 58. 


andrinus has indeed fome very high Rhetori- 
cal Expreſſions in his earlieſt Writings: And 
yet he clearly enough explains himſelf, ſay- 
ing; (3) © By the Revelation of the Goſpel, 
« we are to worſhip God Through Chriſt.” 
Again : * (4) We are commanded to worſhip 
„and honour the Word, — and the Father 
Through him.” Nay, God the Word him- 
ſelf is by This Author repreſented as joining 


(.) See above, on P. 23. 

(2) Deum colimus per Chriſtum. Apol. c. 21. 
p 3) Kava, row Fr Aſs Ts xpi5s oeboweu. Stromat, 6. 
. 636. | OS ES 

| (4) Teige 5 Oi A, Ke The) Toy dure OL, 
o ewroy my ,, Stromat. 7. P. 719. Edit. Pariſ. 
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257. 
247. 


„„ 
L 


BJ 


| . | / | 2 
menus {tiles the Son T7 AVTREAXTW8 ; See beluw on oy 


< Unbegotten and Incorruptible and Only 


„ us, in our Hymns of Praiſe. This Jeſus 


Of Divine Adoration 
in Hywns to the Unbegotien God, and pratii; 
to him for Men. (1) If thou wilt, C0 
he,) be thou initiated; and thou ſhalt b. 
in the Chorus with Angels, prailing the 


40 


True God; God the Mord joining with 


c ? 


the One Eternal great High Prieſt of the 
one God, who is the Father, prays for Il © 
« Men.” As to Your Allegation, that Cle. 1“ 


£6 


Quer) XXVI, towards the End. 


58. Irenæus (you ſay) © admits the Son to le 1 


e invocated as well as the Father.“ Now ky 


though This is zt the point in queſtion, yet bb 
cannot but obſerve here by the way, that 

the F:7ſt Paſſage you refer to, only relates to t 
the Name of Chriit being 7izvocated over 4 
poſſeſſed and diſeaſed Perſons, while at the { 
{ame Time the Prayer. was directed to G0 1 
the Father: So that This Paſſage is direQly | 
azain/} your Notion. The Words of Irena | 


are: (2) © The Church, directing Prayers to 


«& the Lord who made all Things, and 22 
« king the Name of our Lord Jeſus Chriit 
& (over the Perſons diſeaſed aud poſſeſſed, per- 


(1) Ei E, xe 0 pug, v Ne e sr Gd 4 Hh 
TY CN INTE fc. dhl per, 0s MG ven FEE Si, G STO 77015 
Too Sec A widig BY, lac ode £65 © pits Eprgeepeus 3:99 
TE bug, TU GuTU Ke are, Leg carb wy EET HS, Protreptic 
Pag. 74, 75- - | 

(2) Orationes dirigens ad Dominum qui omnia fecit, & no- 
men Domini nottri leſu Chriſti invocans, virtutes ſecundum 
utilitates hominum, ſed non ad ſeductionem perficit. 440. 2. 
6. 32. Edit. Benedict. 


„forms 
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forms wonderful Cures for the Hwa of 
« Men, and not to deceive them.” In the 
Other Paſſage you refer to, there is no Invo- 
cation of the Son at all. Trearens's Solemn 
Prayer (1) before-cited, clearly explains his 
Notion in this Point: © 1 7zvoke Thee, 0 
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Lord, the God of eAbraham, Sc. the Father | 


& of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt ; who art 
« the Only and True God, — -ough our Lord 


« Jeſus Chriſt The Worſhip due to the 
5% of God, he puts upon This; (2) that, 


« according to the Good Pleaſure of the 1nvi- 
* ſible Father, every Knee might bow to 


_« Chriſt Jeſus, our Lord and God and Sa- 


« viour and King.“ 

We come now to Origen; who gives us 
the fulleſt and cleareſt Account, of any of the 
Antients, concerning the Worſhip of the Fa- 
ther, and of the Son. And from Him you 


might have diſtinctly ſhown the Practice of 


the Primitive Chriſtian Church, if you 


had been deſirous to deal fairly with your 


Reader. But in that little you cite out 


of him, you very greatly miſrepreſent his 


Senſe, 
Firſt, You ay, he * expreſsly makes the 


85 Son <yim@y * A ſingle Paſſage, which I 
have above ſhown to be Corrupt, þ* 295- 


(1) Lib. 3. p. 209. See above, p. 23. 


2) be Xpi5s Lace To ruft e x Nec ul enge u S- 
re, aur TW d,, re HW Toi Rog c, a tor N 


lib. . 6. 10. 


Ste 


7. 258. 
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| Secondly. In the next place, you Thus argue. 
% According to Origen, the Creator of the L. 


ni verſe only is to be worſhip*d;> And ®the 


Fon is Creator of the Univerſe.” Again: © 
In another place he tells us, we are to 


& worſhip Him only who made (all) theſe © 


& Things 3? And he San made all Things, “ 


© It is therefore” (you infer) ©* a very clear 


© Caſe, that Origen thought the Son to have 
the fulleſt Right and Title to religious Mor. 
_ © ſhip, the S AME that the Father himſelf 


Had.“ I believe there never was in the 
World a greater Abuſe of Words, than all 
this is. Does not Origen moſt expreſsly and 
diſtinctly explain his Senſe, How the Father 
is Creator, and How the Son is Creator? viz, 


(1) The immediate Maker of the World, 


* and as it were the Artificer of it, is the 
* Word, the Son of God. But the Father of 


the Word, in that he COMMANDED 


* the Word, his Son, to make the World; 


is the PRIMARY Maker of it.“ 4- 
gain: In the very Place you cite for the Son 
« making all Things,” and where you 17% 
too upon citing * the very Words; the Au- 
thor's Expreſſion is, (which you moſt unfair- 


ly omit in your Tranſlation,) “ all Things 


* (a) which the Father gave him in COM. 


(1) To & geg tas Anprvgyer tive TOY bi ve Feed A, 3 4 
igel EuT&pyo 703 xoo ps Tov 5 TeTipu Tod M's, T9 FrooTiTAC24 
To@ big iauTys MNY® TUNTAL TY xd, SiVGL PWT WG SMpwizp ror. Ady, 
Celſ. lib. 6. . A ed 

(2) Iipoorrexbirra Ty Ao yer c οEuh0αν AUITH, 09% 6 FuTH) GuTE 
2tTtu aro, P. 63. OG 


«* MAND.” 


Qu. XVII. and Worſhip. 

„MAN D.“ Is This the © SAME Title 
4% Worſhip, that the Father himſelf hath?” 
Thirdly. You alledge, that Origen © ſpeaks 
« of the worſhipping Father and Son jointly as 
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* ONE GOD, and elſewhere mentions the 


« Worlhip of the Son, in his diſtinèt Perſonal 
& Capacity,” I anſwer; 8 


* 


The true Rendring of the Firſt Paſſage p. 259 


you here cite, is: We worſhip, in the 
« manner before declared, One God, the Fa- 
„ ther, and the Son.” The meaning of 


which, I have diſtinctly ſhown above, P. 83, 


The Second Paſſage, you cite very imper- 
fectly; leaving out the moſt material Part. 


The whole is: (1) Let him pray to the 


Here you ſtop, as it was proper for your Pur- 
poſe to do. But Origen goes on: and much 


more to his Father, who SENT his Word 
and healed them.” That Origen meant, that 


Prayer was to be offered to the Father #/ti- 


mately, to the Son Mediately; his whole pre- 
ceeding Argument plainly ſhows, And This v. 
Notion he © endeavours to expreſs in the ful- 


«* left and ſtrongeſt words he could think on, 
m a Paſſage a little before : Part of which, 


Mord of God, who is able to heal him > 


you produce in your Margin, P. 260; but 


(tor a very good Reaſon) have not thought 
fit to Traz{late it. Only you build a Corol- 


(1) "Evxioo® To a TS Jeg, Pave is QUT ac aoX:* Kc H- 
Af , TW Tt; G&UTOD, 0G Nec ig Toy 36 Voy Huroby, N 


ere &vTs4> Adv. Cell. lib, 5, P. 238. 


lary 
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P. 260. 


5. 247. 


P. 259. 
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lary upon it, vis. that all Worſhip is PRI. 
* MARILY and EMINENTLT the Fs. 
ther zu and that *the diſtinet Worſhip of 
** the Sou, conſidered as 4 Son, reduunds t1 
* the Father as the Head and Fountain f 


all That is, I think, is Mediate to the 
| Glory of the Father. 


Which directly over- 
turns the Propoſition you are here contending 
tor, that there is NY Diſtinction of Worſhip, 


NME DIAT E and ultimate; and that Ori- 


* gen thought the Sou to have the S AME 
* Title to Worſhip, that the Father Himſelf 


% hag? The Paſlage of Origen, is This: (1) 


(0 
cc 


We ought to ſend up all Supplication and 
Prayer and Interceſſion and Thankſgiving 
T9 the Supreme God over all, Through our 


High- Prieſt, the living Word and God, 


cc 


who is above all Angels: Yet we may 
alſo offer Supplications and Interceſſions 
and Thankſgiving and Prayers To the 


44 


cc 


„Word himſelf; if we can dinſtinguiſh be- 


CC 


„ tween Prayer in a Proper, and Prayer in 
« a figurative Senſe,” | 


And what he means by This Diſtinction, 
he clearly explains in another Place: vis. 
God, 


(2) © We worſhip (/ays he) the one 
n and 
(1) Lagers ur 3 fury £044 aber 2% 27 85g A 203,0045 it 


rv \ — — 2 / / . 
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and his one Son and Word and Image, wich 
. | © Supplications and Prayers to the utmoſt of 
Four Power; putting up our Prayers To the 
God of the Univerſe, Throngh his only be- 
fl © gotten Son: To whom we offer them firſt, 
„ deſiring him, as being the Propitiation for 
( cur Sins, to preſent as our High- Prieſt our 
Prayers and Sacrifices, [Toonkſgivizgs)] and = 
, © Interceſhons, to the Suprem Goa” Up- 
on which Two Paſſages of Origen, the Learn- 
ed Biſhop Bull thus remarks : (1) © I won- 
* der (ſays he) that theſe Places of Origen, 
& ſhould offend the Learued Huetius; in Which 
« Places (to cuafeſs the Truth) T always 
I © thonght, for my own part, that the Catho- 
* lick Doctrine concerning the Perſon and Of 
fe of our Saviour, was wel! explained. Ag 
Atter which, the Learned Biſhop makes in- 
deed Another Diſtinction, of Orc Worſhip paid | 
to the Son as Gad ab ſolute ly, and augther War- _ 
ſhip paid to him as God of G. For which Il 
diſtinction that there is not the leaſt Founda- ||| 
tion, has been ſhown by Dr. Clarke, Scripture. if 
Doctrine p. 359, Edit. 1ſt. Pag. 328, Edit. 2d. ll 
But to proceed. 1 
Another Paſſage of Origen, out of the ſame Il 
Work againſt Celſus, 8 h, you ſay, is P. 2% ᷑ ᷑ k˙Ü-! 
« the moſt valuable of all his 77 orks, aud al- — 


12 
4] 
\ CY 


Toy fechten 4 2 Hiob res 6970) hace * te ay CR 
5 aue, rec c 545 5 xte t SU 2 2% Fustiesg Ne The - 
| TevZ 845 PIE, Ta zi b 920. Adv. Cell. lib. 8. P. 386. 

(1) Miror hæcce Origenis loca viro dacto Huetio] offendi- 
culo eſſe, in quibus egomet (ut verum farear) Catholicam de 
perlona & officio S<xvatoris noſtri doftrinzm non male expli- it. 
Cari ſemper « exiſtimaverim. Deſenſ. Sef, 2. cap. 9. $.15. 1 
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= moſt the only one to be entirely depended 
on, as giving the true ſenſe of Origen, or cf 
© the Church in His Time ;,”) is as follows: 


(1) © We demand (ſays he) of Celſus, con- 


_ *..cerning thoſe whom They worſhip 28 


P. 261, 


Gods, to prove that the Supreme God hath 
* appointed them to be worſhipped. And if 
in Reply, they put upon Us the fame 


Proof concerning Jeſ#s; we will ſhow that 


God hath appointed him to be worſhipp%; 
« That all men ſhould hozour the Son, even a; 
* they honour the Father.” R 
Laſtly; The Laſt Paſſage you cite out of 
Origen againſt Celſus, and which you omit 
to Tranſlate, is expreſs in the fulleſt and 
« flrongeſt words” AGAINST what you 
cite it FOR. The Words are : © (2) Now 
He has aſcended to the Supreme God, who 
with an undivided, undiſtracted, unparted 
Affection, worſhips Him Through the Son, 
** even through God the Word and Wiſdom, 
* who brings men To Him | to the Supreme 
G04. 


In his Book concerning Prayer, there is 


a great deal to the fame Pürpoſe. / 


\ \.-: ow of 7 f * ” 2 > a | 
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Qu. XVIL and Worſbip. „„ 


* we (1) underſtand (ſays he) what Prayer 
/ © is, (meaning Ultimate in contradiſtinction to 
' © Mediate : ) we muſt not pray to Any derived 
"Bl © Being, no not to Chrift himſelf, but only to 
SY © the God and Father of the Univerſe, to whom 
1 © our Saviour himſelf prayed, (as I have ſhown 
| © before, and teacheth Us to pray unto bim. 
« For, being asked (by one of his Diſciples,) 
reach us fo pray; he doth not teach us to 
pray to himſelf, but to the Father; and that 
we ſhould ſay, Our Father which art in Hea- 
ven. Again: Ve ought (ſays he) to 
pray to God only, the Father of all But not 
without our High-Prieſt. Therefore the 
Saints in their Euchariftical Prayers, give 
Thanks to God Through Feſus Chrit, And 
as he that prays, in vs ſtrict and proper 
Senſe, ought not to pray to Him who himſelf 
prays ;, but to the Father, whom our Lord fe- 
ſus caught us to invocate in our Prayers; 


1% ought no Prayer fo be offered 1 10 he Fa- 
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- Tpo £106 A Wxe0X » YR; & ON, GAG A cg u T6666 
” KB * 78. De Orat. p. 50, 51, 52, 53: 
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ber, without Him, Joh. 16 ; 23,24. Again: 
Me ought not to pray [ip the Senſe before- 


= 


mentioned] To him w 


me 0 is appointed by the 
Father to be our High Prieſt, and To bim 


whom the Father has made qur Advocate, but 


P, 261. 


* To the Father Through our High Prieſt and 

Advocate,” Ne e 
Iowards the End of this Book, Origen ſets 
down © the Antient Doxologies you peak 
of; with which, he ſays, all Prayers ought to 
begin and End. We (1) ought, as well as 


< we are able, to begin Prayer with Doxolozy; 


“joining all our Voices together in giving Glo- 


ry to God Thro' Chriſt, and in giving Praiſe 


to him in the Holy Ghoſt.” Again: (2) * We 
< ought always to end our Prayer with Doxolo- 
« gyto God, Thro? Chriſt, in the Holy Ghoſt.” 


And again (3) © Having begun Prayer 


CC 


with Doxology, we ought alſo to end with 


© Doxology ; praiſing and glorifying the Fa- 
© ther of of | 
“Holy Ghoſt. To whom be Glory for ever.” 


|, Through Jeſus Chriſt, in the 


This Account of Origen, being profeſſedly up- 


on the Subject of Doxologies, is more to be 


regarded, than incidental Inſtances of particu- 
lar Doxologies, which (as appears from the 
different Copies we have of the Doxology uſed 
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by Polycarp and by the Church of Smyrna) 

are very apt to be varied by Tranſcribers. The 
« Uſefulneſs ** of introducing © Doxologies of b. 26:. 
another Form,” is not Now my Buſineſs to 
confider. Tis fit only to obſerve, as to the 
Hiſtory of them, that (1) Philoſtorgius and (2) 
Theodorus Mopſueſtenus tell us, that about the 
middle of the Fourth Century, Flavian, after- 
wards Biſhop of Antioch, firſt changed the 
more Antient Doxologies into the preſent 
Form, To the Father, and To the Son, and To 
the Holy Ghoſt. e OST, 

I ſhall conclude, with ſome other Teſtimo- 1 
nies from Antient Writers; againſt your No- 3 
tion, that there is“ No Diſtinction of Worſhip b. 247. 
« Mediate and Ultimate.” The Apoſtolical = 
Conſlitutions have Theſe Words: (3) © We 
* declare unto you, that there is only one 
* God Almighty, beſides whom there is no 
« other ; and that you muſt worſhip and 
* adore Him alone, through Jeſus Chriſt our 
Lord, in the moſt holy Spirit.“ Again: | 
(4) © He adores moreover the only-begorten 1 


(1) Ori On0s Ty "AyT19Xtic:; OD, Y ?. provt av u 
Legen Tae, sro bvuBonrui, bg T Vs vd 4 TYSUL UT!» 
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76. 25 T&eurhu wane Thu 3:Þav 10 ĩ Rur eh e 16 J, Alge Kereh 
& b Y d Tiwari Hiſt, Eccleſ. lib. 3. c. 13. 

(2) Flavianus primus ceciniſſe fertur, Gloria Patri & filio & 
Piritui Sancko. Theſaur. Orthodox. Fid, lib. 5. c. 30. 
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„„ ton 
God himſelf, After the Father, and on His 
Account; giving Thanks to him, that he 
c undertook to die for all men upon the 
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Polzcarp at his Martyrdom, prays Thus: (1) 

For this Cauſe. above all Things, I praiſe 
Thee, I bleſs Thee, I glorify Thee, thro' 
the eternal High-Prieſt, Jeſus Chriſt, thy 
«© beloved Son: Through whom, and with 
whom, in the Holy Spirit, be Glory to Thee 
* now and for ever and ever, Amen.” 


A 


0 


0 


Cyprian (2) founds the Worſhip of Chriſt 


on This, that God the Father Commanded 


his Son to be worſhipped.” Which he proves 


from Philip. 2. 9, 10. 
Novatian ſays : (3) If Chriſt is a mere 


„Man; why is a mere man invocated in 


“ Prayer, as Mediator?“ Which both ſhows 


his Senſe, that Chriſt was Mediator in his 
higheſt Capacity, and that he was worſhipped 
as being Mediator. | 


And La@antius : (4) © Chriſt (ſays be) 
« was faithful to God. For he taught that 
| c there 


[4 I) S 50 2 ae TUYTW Ts Hiya, os TN, 0 Hegele, Ou 
rei iis Wpxpiprs Ino od Ape od N hryurnrod os ne- I s ou 
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2 „ by / . . 

a c Apud Euſeb. Hiſtor. Eccleſ. lib. 4. c. 15. 

(2) Pater deus præcepit filium ſuum adorari. De bono Pati- 

entia. | | 


(3) Si homo tantummodo Chriſtus, cur homo in Orationi- 


bus Mediator invocatur ? De Trinit. c. 14, 


(4) Ille vero exhibuit deo fidem :  Docuit enim quod unus 
Deus ſit, eumq; Solum coli oportere. Nec unquam fc ipſe deum 
dixit: quia non ſervaſſet fidem, fi, miſſus ut deos tolleret, & 


unum aſſereret, induceret alium præter Unum. Hoc erat, non 


1 1 - * 


22 TS GR 


Qu. XVII. 


. KF. — *% 


and W, 'orſbip. 


66 there is bus one God, and that He only 


& ought to be worſhipped. Nor did he ever 
& call Himſelf God; becauſe he had not been 
4 faithful, if, when he was ſent to take 
« away the many Gods, and to declare the One 
& God, he had introduced any other beſides 
(the One. For this would have been, not 
«& preaching the one God, nor doing the Work 
of him that ſent him, but his own Work. — 


Now becauſe he was ſo Faithful; -becauſe 
© he aſſumed nothing to himſelf,” that he 
“ might fulfil the Commands of him that ſent 
0 Fay therefore he was inveſted with the 
«1M gnity of an everlaſting High- Prieſt, the 
Honour of a Supreme King, and the Name 
“ (or Title) of God.“ 


Laſtly : From Euſebius we learn the Senſe 


of the Nicene Church in This Point. And 


He tells us, that the Chriſtian Inſtitution is, 
(1) * Toprofeſs The Maker and Creator of the 
« Univerſe to be The Only God, and to wor- 


* (hip Him alone as the only God, through 


« Chriſt.” - Again: © (2). The only begotten 


© Son of God himſelf, the firſt-born and Be- 
„ ginning of all Things, inſtructs us to profeſs 


de Uno deo facere præconium; nec ejus qui miſerat, ſed Su- 
um proprium negotium gerere. Propterea, quia tam fide- 
lis extitit, quia ſibi nihil prorſus aſſumpſit, ut mandata Mitten- 
tis impleret; & ſacerdotis perpetut dignitatem, & Regis ſummi 
Honorem, & Dei nomen accepit. Lib, 4. © 14 
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Of Divine Adoration 


to worſhip Him alone.” Again: (1) lt 
is not neceſſary, by ſuppoſing that the Fa. 
ther and Son are two diſtinct Subſiſtencies, 


to make them therefore Two Gods: For we 
Re 


« {2iq, does not aſſert Two Unbegotten, nor 
Two Unoriginate, nor Two Subſtances intro- 
ce and Therefore not Two Gods. But it teach- 
eth us, that there 1s One only Original, and 
One God, even the Father of the Only be- 


« gotten and beloved Son. And as, where 
6 


there is but One King reigning, and bis 
Image is every where carried about; no 
wile Man will {ay there are Two Kings, but 
One only, who is honoured Through his 
Image : So the Church of God (as I have 
often ſaid) having been taught the Wor- 
ſhip of One God, continues to worthip Him 
* Through the Son, as Through his Image.” 
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his Father to be The only true God, and 


do not attribute equal Honour unto them.“ 
Again (2) © The Church, as I have often 


« duced as of Equal Dignity with each other; 


(1) 'Ov 5 ds $225 everyxn dias Toy ms No deu ceg mira 
\ . 


Qu. XVI. and Worſhip. 


cannot but here remind you 1 your. own 


ſdemn Declaration, P. 1 32. declare, (you 


« ay) once far. all; I defire only to. have 


6 Things fairly repreſented, as they alle are; 


g Evidence ſmothered, or ſtifled on either 
« Side. Let every Reader ſee plainly what may 
be juſtly pleaded here or there, and no more; 
and then let it be left to his impartial Judg- 
« ment, after a full View of the Caſe. Miſ- 
& quotation and Miſrepreſentation will do a 
% good Cauſe harm; and will not long be of 
Fr wee to 4 2 bad one. 


QUERY XVII. 


Whether Worſhip and Adoration, both fon Men 


And Angels, was not due to him, long before 


the Commencing of his Mediatorial Kingdom, 
as he was their Creator and Preſerver, (ſte 
Col. 1. 16,17.) And whether That be not the 
ſame Title 15 Adoration which God the Fa- 
ther hath, as Author and Governour of the 
Univerſe, upon the Doctor's own Principles? 


Anſw. WW HENEVER the Mediatorial 

Kingdom of Chriſt began, and 
at what time ſoever he was worlhipped ei- 
ther by Angels or by Men; it was by 


the Command of the Father; Who, when he 


brought in the firſi-begotten into the World, ſaid, 


( when ſoever T hat be ſuppoſed to have been,) 
USES: Lec 


P. 267, 


rr 
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= — —— — : « h“fnan . ⁵ð . 


. ——— 


- ——— 
rr 


of Dobins Ai / 


Let All the Angels bf God worſhip him. And 
This Worſhip of Chriſt, was bella, To the 


Glory F God, the Farber: Whereas it cannot 
- (think, without Blaſphemy): be affirmed of 


07 tbe: Farther, that he is or ever was worſhipped 


- "EH Preſerver. 


A think the Office of the Son Miniſterial in” | 


Medaately, To the Glory of the Son. All Wor- 


ſhip therefore terminating ultimately in the 


Faiher , I think it cannot be ſaid with Truth, 


that He who 3s worſhipped Always to the Glory of 
te Father, has rh SAME Title to Ado. 
ration, as the Father whoſe Worſhip Always 
terminates ultimately in Himſelf : That He 
To whom the Father has committæd all Judge 


ment, has © the SAME Title to Adoration,” 
as the Father who committed all Judgment 10 
Him : Or that He by whom God created all 


things, has, as Author and Governour of the 


_ Univerſe. the SAME Title ro Adoration, 
c which God the Father bath,” who created all 


things by Him. And therefore tis a mean thing, 
to confound the unlearned Reader here, with 
the Ambiguity of the Teriws «© Creator and 
Nor is there Any one Inſtance 
in Scripture, of Worſhip paid to Chriſt in That 
capacity. 

But you tell me; © the Antients did not 


my © low Senſe.” In what tow Senſe? Did 
not the Antients conſtantly teach, and do not 


you yourſelf frequently own, (though in Con- 
tradiction to your own Scheme) that Chriſt 


Miniſtred ts the Father? that he © exerciſed the 
& Aut rig. and executed tbe Orders of the Fa. 


tber: 8 


Qu. XVIII. nd Worſhip. 
ther 2 And do not you in this very place cite a 
Paſſage from (1) Venæur, diredly to this Þur- 


poſe? Have I ſaid any thing more than This? 


Or do not I always ſuppoſe it to be in the 


393 


Higheſt Senſe, in which *tis poſſible for One 


perſon to minifter to another? 5 
Lou add: If Creation is not, in the Son, an 
% Act of Dominion, and a ſufficient Foundation 


* for Worſhip ; the ſame reaſon will held with 


* reſpe&# to the Father alſo For Creating is 
© one thing, and Ruling another.” 


3 


[ I anſwer :; 
The ſame Reaſon docs not hold with reſpect 


to the Father. The World was made by bis 


r original abſolute Authority and Power, 
and for his Pleaſure all things were created. 
But the Son made the world, (as [renenus, in 
the very place you here refer to, expreſſes it, 
Vcluntate Patris,”) by © the Will of the Fa- 
© ther.” And by the word of his | the Father's] 
Power, does the Son alſo upbold all things. See 


above, p. 19 and 94. 


But you inſiſt upon it, that the Logos “ had 


P. 268. 


P. 26g. | 


* the SAME Claim and Title to religious 


* Worſhip, that the Father himſelf had: And 
that © *cis very clear from Joh. 17, 5, that 


(1) Unus deus Pater ſuper omnes, & unum verbum Dei 


quod per omnes, per quem omnia facta ſunt; & quoniam hic 


mundus proprius ipſius, & per ipſum factus eſt FVoluntate Pa- 
iris, exc. P. 315. So likewiſe in the Paſſage you cite from 
Novatian: Mundus Per Eum factus ct, But What Writer 
ever faid, that all Things were made | per Deum, or per pa- 
trem] Through God, or Through e Father? Philo antiently 
obſerved this; and argues at large, that things were made not 


du Toy Nied, but de ved 91%, d: dns. Lib. de Cherub. p. 129. 


Seg above, pe. 6, 13219. 185, 


© our 


q 
| 
f 
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294 Of Divine Aderation' :- 
F. 270. ( our Bleſſed Saviour was ro have no greater “ 
Glory after his Erultation and Aſcenſion, than the 

E be had before the World mat. Glorify me 1 
“with thine own ſelf, with the Glory which bei 

« had with Thee, before the World was“ TI 

1 anſwer : His being reſtored to the Glory he | 

Hhbuad before, does not prove, that the Power of I *© 

| = „ 22+ Judgment committed unto him was not an Ad. 
©” ditional Exaltation. But whether it was or I © 
Twas not; ſtill the Foundation you go upon; is | © 
equally wrong. For if the Son had (as you I © 

P. 269. ſay) © the S 4 ME Claim and Title to Worſhip,” 


the SAME Right to All Glory, „that the h 
Father himſelf hath ;” it could be no more ; 
proper for the Son to pray to the Father to R 
glorify the Son, (to glorify him either with 
new or with antient glory,) than for the Fa- { 
ther to pray to the Son to glorify the Father, 


Nor does it at all alter the caſe, if you ſay he 

prayed only for bis Humane Nature. For ſtill 

the Impropriety will be the ſame as before; 

that the Son ſhould pray to the Father to give 

to his Humane Nature That Glory, which the 

Son himſelf had the very SAME Right to 

have given to it of his ποjn“ Authority, as the 
Father himſelf had. | 

P. 272, Irenæus's (1) words are not (though you 

ſay he © 3s expreſs,) that the xoy@+ was wor- 

« ſhipped of old together with the Father; 

But that “ He who was worſhipped by the Pro- 

„ phets as The Living God, He is the God of 


* (1) Lö. 4. C. 11. 


« the 


Jau. XVIII. and M. o pip. 8 395 
„ © che Living; (Meaning evidently. the Fas 
tber, as the very next Words ſhow ; wis.) 
and HIS Word” alſo is God of che Living =. 
being, as Ireners there argues, declared to be 
The Reſurrection and the Life, 
And bow is it that Euſebius ſays, the Son b. 252. 
« was worſhipped by Abraham,” &c> Why, 
“ They (1) paid ( 2 he) a due Worſhip un- 
* to him, as being the Son of God ey 
« worſhipped him as God, as being a Se- 
© cond Lord after the Father” And I will 
add in your behalf, more than you your ſelf 
have done, that Euſebius (2 (2) invocates him 
tao, together with the Father. But What is 
all this, when Euſebius hath ſo clearly and 
fully given us both his own and what he 
thought the Senſe of the Ante Nicene and | 
Nicene Church, concerning the Nature of — 
_ Worſhip paid to the F ather, and to the 
R 
You add: © The Patriarch Worſhipped That 
* Perſon who appeared and communed witi 
them, ſuppoling him to be The God of the 
eo Univerſe, to whom of Right all Worſhip be- 
* longs.” What the Jews thought of this Mat- 
ter, may be judged from Philo; who ſays, that 
the Angel * which appeared to Jacob, and 
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changed 
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= cban 125 bis Name, was *© the Word, the a) 


Of Dipine dries; 


«_ 


inifter of God 4. Again 3. b 0 The De. 
& puty of the Great Ring. Again: That his 

Authority was not (3) Supreme, but Sabordi- 
nate. Again: That he was (4) “ Inferiour to 
« God, bus Superiour to man.” And as to the 


Senſe of tbe Chriſtian Church; Juſtin Martyr 


telle Trypho very  expreſsly, ( 55 that The 


God who told Moſes that he was God of 


% Abraham Ge. was not The Makey of the U 
6 niver ſe, But it was He (ſays he) whom 


have proved to you that he appeared to 


oy + 


4 


Abrabam &. ————miniſtring to the Ill 
of The Maker of the Univerſe,” And it was 


* 


5 


the unanimous Senſe of all the (6) Antients, 


that it is abſurd and impious to ſuppoſe that 
The God of the Univerſe ever appeared, or was 


called an Angel? Particularly ; Does not Euſe- 


 bius, whom you have thought fic on this Ar- 


8 


gument to refer to, expreſsly ſay; 7 We 
muſt not think "that it was 7 be Supreme 
“ God, who is declared io have appeared to 
Abraham : for it is impious 60 ſay, that God 


(1) Tey 5 laxwp, ie,, Choe us red Need 2%. De Nom. 


Mutat, P. 1058. And, Ts a 05 5 Abus eured. | compare 
x Eſdr. 1, 14. Leg. Alleg. lib. 2. P. 9 


(2) (Tr. rel wiyahs en be Somn. & de Agri- 
cult. lib. 2. 


(3) Ou euTK 0 ref f E, Ua 3. Al W ers. De 


Profug. P. 466. 
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de Somn. P. 1134. 
(5) Dial. cum Tryph. P. 180. Edit. Jeb. 


(6) See the citation from the Synod of Antioch, above, p. 


64. Alſo p. 149. 
G See above P. 151, 


% was 


1 changed and formed into the Figure and 
'c Appearance of a Man.” Whence he con- 


red oy he ſays again: © (1) It is abſurd to 
that the Unbegotten and immutable 25 
ate F the Supreme God, was changed into 


the Form of Man:“ Whence he again con- 


8 XVII. and wo SR 397 


© cludes, it was The Word of God,” And 
in This very Chapter which you have refer- 


cludes, that it was The Word, who is the 


'« ſecond Lord after the Ether? Nothing 
therefore can be more contrary to the whole 


Senſe of Antiquity, than what you here aſ- 
ſert; that Chriſt, before his Incarnation, had 
no other “Title or Character, peculiar and pro- 


© per to himſelf, but only what was common 


“ ro the Father and Him too.” What! Had he 


not the Title and Character of Angel or Meſſen- 


ger before, under the Old Teſtament? And 
was This Title * common to the Father ana 


„ Him too ? 


P. 274. 


But you ſay: Had he not been © The God P. 273. 


* 35 Univerſe, — he ſhould have rejected 


„ That Worſhip, as the Angel did Manoah's 
* Sacrifice, Judges 13, 16.” I anſwer : That 
very Angel, is yet (ver. 22,) ſtiled God, 


(*) See above P. 157. 
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Whither the Dodo: hath not given 4 very par- 
tial Account of John 5, 23. founding tbe 
Honour due to the Son, on Thy 29, that the 
Father hath committed all J FI 4a to the 
Son; when the true Redſe To ſigned by our 
Saviour, and rat | y ſeveral In- 
ffances, is, that the Son * the Same 
things that the Father doth, hath the Same 
Power and Authority of doing what he will; 
and therefore bas à Title to as great 22 
nour, Reverence and Regard, as the Father 
a bimſelf bath ? And it is no Objection to This, 
that the Son is there ſaid to de nothing of 
himſelf, or to have all given Him by the 
Father; fince it is owned that the Father is 
the Fountain of all, from whom the Son de- 
rives, in an ine fable manner, his Eſſence 
and Powers, ſo as to be one with him. 


P. 279. Anſw. 1 HE 2 Doctor has not given a par- 
tial Account of” this Text; 
Becauſe he has © founded the Honour due 70 
the Son” upon That, upon which Alone 
our Saviour himſelf has in the moſt expreſs 
words founded it. The“ Son's doing the ſame 
things that the Father doth,” (which you 
call © rhe True Reaſon aſſigned by our Saviour, 7 
is not the reaſon aſſigned by our Saviour,” 
though 


though it is indeed a “true reaſon,” as being 
of the ſame 1mport with That which our Lord 
has aſſigned in the Text. For as the Son has 
Therefore all Power of Judgment, becauſe the 
Father has committed all Judgment unto him ; 
ſo (if we will believe his own words,) he 
therefore does the ſame things that the Father 
doth, becauſe the Father loveth the Son, and 
ſbervet /h him all things that himſelf doth. But our 
Lord doth not ſay, that he © barh the SAME 


« Power and Authority of doing what he wills,” 


as the Father hath ; Becauſe Power or Autho- 
rity original and derived, are not the SAME. 
Nor does our Lord ſay, that he © has a Title 
* ro As Great Honour, Reverence and Regard, 
« as the Father bimſelf hath -* but that *tis As 
much mens Duty to honour the Son, to whom 


the Father has committed all Judgment; as to 


honour the Father, who has committed all 
Judgment unto him. Which are very different 
things. And 'tis extremely pleaſant in you to 
ay, „it is no Objection to this, that the Son 
* ts there ſaid to do nothing of bimſelf, or to 
Have all given him by the Father; fince tis 
« OWNED that the Father is the Fountain 
* of all, from whom the Son derives, in an in- 
* effable manner, his Eſſence and Fowers, ſo as 
* ro be One with him.” is very pleaſant (I 
ſay) to alledge, that an Object ion which over- 
turns your whole Scheme, is No Objection, be- 
cauſe *ris Owned. For let it but be conſtantly 
and uniformly acknowledged, that the Father 1s, 
really, and not in empty words only,“ the Foun- 

R 2 fy © tam 
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of Divine Adoration 


cc tain Fall; * and that ce the Son has all Given 
e him by the Father : ; ſo that the incommuni- 
cable Honour of the Firſt Cauſe and Supreme 


Author of all things, be preſerved entire : And 


the © ineffable manner” how *© the Son derives 
+ bis Eſſence and Powers from him, and is 
One with him, needs cauſe no Diſputes, 


181. 


P. 279. 
7 283. 


In your Defenſe of This Query, you allow 
that the word [ xa3@;] even as, often ſignifies 
<© a General Similitude only, not an exact E- 
“ quality.” But what you « inſeſt on, is, that 
“ our Bleſſed Lord, in That Chapter, [ Joh. 55 

draws a Parallel between the Father's Works 
and his own; founding thereupon his Title 
to Honour,” claiming to Himſelf * rhe 
« SAME Power and Authority F doing what 


he will,” the. SAME Right and Autho- 


rity? the SAME Power of giving Life 


to whom be pleaſed,” the SAME Right 


{111 be the very ſame; as L have ſhown above, ; 


« and Title to the SAM E Honour and Re- 


4 gard;“ the ESAME Right, Power and 


6 Authority, which the Father bath.” And yet, 
very unfortunately, in the Same Breath, 
ſay © the Execution of rboſe Powers was 


4 LODGED in bis hands; and the Ex- 


« erciſe of thoſe Powers is LEFT to bim“ 


Can One Perſon lodge and leave and commit 
and give Powers to Another, who had already 


in himſelt the SAME Powers 3s He that 


is to give them? And if all This was ſpoken 


of the Humane Nature of Chriſt, (which is 


not Your Anſwer,) yet the Impropriety would 


P. 394» 


— —— — —— 


p.394. This Abſurdity therefore you are driven 
to, by your own hypotheſis + Whereas,” in the 
Texts themſelves, the PARALLEL is 
founded on This only, that hat things ſoe- 7b. 5, 10. 

ver the Father doth, theſe alſo doth the Son 
likewiſe ;, becauſe, though the Son can do no- 
thing of Himſelf, yet the Father loveth the 
Son, and ſheweth him all things that Himſelf 
doth. Wherefore, as the Father raiſeth up 
the Dead, even ſo the Son quickneth whom 
be will: For the Father bath COMMIT- 
TED all qudgment unto the Son, that all 
men ſhould honour the Son even as they honour 

_ the Father. And, as the Father hath Life in 
Himſeif ; ſo hath he GIVEN to the Son to 
have life in Himſelf : eAnd hath GIVEN 
him eAuthority to execute Juagment alſo, be- 

| Cauſe he is the Sou of Man. The Son does 
the Works, which the Father hath GIVEN 
him to finiſh: And Theſe bear Witneſs that 
the Father SENT him, He came in his 
Father's Name: and ſought not bis OWN 
Is but the Will of the Father that SENT 
m. | | 
The Light of theſe Texts is ſo. Hrong and 
clear, that you are forced to endeavour to 
turn aſiue your Readers Eyes, by telling him 
that I charge with Prejudice and Blindneſs 
* many Wiſe, Great, and Good men, aud Many 
Churches of the Saints, through a long Suc- 

| ceſſuon of eAges.” You know, this is not a 

Right Way of dealing with Scripture. And 

pet 1 have very largely ſhown, that Antiquity 

alſo is againft you. Batt to proceed. 
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Of Divine Adoration 
My © Interpretation” of Foh. 5, 19, you 
tell me, © is plainly forced, makes the Context 
* Incoberent, and the whole Paſſage inconſiſt- 
% ext, For, be pleaſed to obſerve. The Son 
can do nothing but by Commiſſion from the 
Father: Why? Then follows, For what 
things ſoever He doth, theſe alſo doth the 
Son likewiſe. Does it follow, becauſe he 
can do nothing of himſelf, (in Jour Senſe, } 
that Therefore he can do every Thing 


© which the Father does ? Where is the Senſe 


&« gr Connexion? I anſwer : You cannot but 
know, this Interpretation is none of mine, but 
a Fiction of your e The Senſe of the 
Text, is plain. The word [| For, ] in the lat- 


ter part of the 19th verſe, is not the Reaſon 


the Father loveth the Son, and ſheweth him all 
things Oc. What is there forced or incobe- 


P, 287. 


given of what went before. That Reaſon 


follows, in the 20th verſe; And the latter 
part of the 19% is a Parentheſis. The Son 
can do nothing of himſelf : And yet, what he 
ſeeth the Father do, the Son can do alſo, (even 


what things ſoever the Father doth, theſe alſo 


doth the Sou likewiſe:) Becauſe, or For, 


rent in all this? Nay, you yourſelf retract 
this Charge in the next Page; and acknow- 
ledge, upon better Conſideration, that My 
Interpretation“ makes the Context coherent :" 


Only you think it © very odd and ſtrange, for 


« a CREATURE tobe commiſſioned or em- 


& powered to do all Things that the Creator 


e doth.” But does my Interpretation at all 


ſuppoſe him to be Created? Is not the Inter- 


pretation 


Qu. XIX. and Worſhip. 403 
pretation equally juſt, in what manner. ſoc ber 
he was Gezerated of the Father, provided you 

do but acknowledge him to be Generated at 
all? On the contrary, is it not much more 
odd and ſtrange, that, according to Tour Sexe, 
t the Supreme God ſhould be Commiſſioned or 
> | cmpowered to do any Thing? Be pleaſed to - 
> | conſider again your own ite, »bvions, p. 286, 
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* natural Interpretation” of the Let The & 27: 
Sonu can ao nothing of himſelf, but what "© ſees 
the Father do; for, what Things ſoever he goth, 
theſe alſo doth the Son likewiſe : That is, he 
does them (you think) by an equally Supreme 
and independent Authority and Power. Now, 
in This, © where 7s the Senſe, or Connexion?” 
Does it follow, becauſe he can do Nothing of 
Himſelf, that therefore, when he does every 
Thing that the Fatber does, he does it of Him- 
ſelf? by a Power equally Supreme and inde- 
pendent, with That of the Father? How 
much better is the Interpretation which No- 
vatian and Euſebius, (Fathers Antienter than 4 
Hilary, Cbijſaſtom, Cyril and Auſtiu, whom p. 282. 
you refer to,) give us of theſe Texts! Nowa- 
tian (1) ſays, that © the Son is the Imitator 
„ok all his Father's Works.” And (2) Euſe- 
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Of Divine Adoration 

bis tells us, that © what the Son does, is a 
* Similitude of the Original Works, which 

were before hidden in the mind of the Fa- 
ther: But by ſeeing them diſtinctly in the 
Mind of the Father, he imitates thoſe Things 
which he there ſees. Now his lookin 
into the hidden Things of the Father, is an 


cc 
£ 
£ 


Aa 


Act of the Father's Love to him; as hehim- 


4 ſelfplainly declares in the next words, ſaying, 


e for the Father loveth the Son, and ſhoweth 
& him all Things that himſelf doth. The Son 


* therefore, ſeeing the hidden things of the 


. 


Father who ſhoweth them unto him, by 
„ his own Works accompliſhes the Works of 


« his Father's ill.“ Nay, even Epiphanius 


ſays upon the fame Text: (1) © The Fa- 
ther being a Spirit, acts by Supreme Au- 


« thority ; but the Son, who is alſo a Spirit, 
ce does not act by Supreme Authority, as the 


Father does; but acts in a Iliłe manner,— 


« (uregynss;) miniſterially, ? 


You are not willing to allow my Obſerva- 
tion, that the 47 of the Father's Love to- 


wards the Son, in ſhewing him all Things 


that he bimſelf doth, and empowering the Son 


to do them likewiſe, is an Inftance of his free 
Love. You think it is no more © Matter 

* Choice,” than God's Love to Himſelf; But 
the Difference is plainly This: God's Love to 
Himſelf is no Act, but a Mode of Perfection 
of Exiſtence: But the Father's ſhowing the 
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Qu. XIX. and Worſhip. 
Son all Things that himſelf doth, and Giving 
him Authority fo do them likewiſe, is an 
Act of the Father's Love towards the Son, 
and Therefore is Free. I have kept (ſays he) 
my Father's Commandments, and abide in his 
Love, John 15,10. | 


You bring in Hilary again, but not at all to 


. | 288, 


your Purpoſe. For though he held that the 


Son was of the ſame Nature with the Father, 
as a Sun-beam is of the ſame Nature with 


the Sun; yet he always allows that the Fa- 
ther is Superiour to the Son in Dignity and 


Authority. Upon This point he is very expreſs, 
in his Account and Explanation of the Coun- 
cil of Sirmium. 5 

Again: Preſs'd with the Notion of our 
Lord's Power being every where in This 
Chapter of St. John ſuppoſed to be delegated; 
you tell me, that © 2 delegated Power does 
* by no means infer any Inferiority of N A- 
* TURE.” Tanſwer : That's not the Point 
in Queſtion 3 the abſtract word, Nature, be- 
ing a term of very «acertain and indetermi- 
nate Signification : See above, p. 176. But 


John 5. 
P. 289. 


'tis evident (which is the only True Point 


in queſtion,) that a delegated Power or Au- 
thority cannot be equally Supreme and inde- 


pendent, with the original underived Power or 


eAuthority which delegated it. Your Argu- 
ment, that One Man may be Delegate to 
* Another, without being unequal in NA. 


ae TU R * has been anſwered above, P. 


1 
Fe 3 Your 


P. 289. 


406 Of Divine Adoratiunn 
. 290. Your Notion of © Supremacy of Order,” that 
is, the Order in mere Placing of Words: 
That © the Father, as Father, is Supreme; 
e and the Son, as Son, Subordinate :“ and yet 
>. 33, 37. that, at the ſame time, the Son is © Supreme 
* 74 the [tri Senſe,” the Supreme God “ ix 
* the ſame Senſe and in as high a Senſe as the 
Father himſelf.” This Notion (I fay) 
has been conſidered above, p. 317, & 
paſſim, fs | e 


F. 2 Your unreaſonableneſs in citing a conftſ- 


alſo particularly ſhown above, p. 69 and 
2 85 8 
?P. 200. Your unfairneſs in the Ule of the term, 


2 Undivided Nature; and in your complaining 


* tance,” and of the © difficulty in fixing and 
* determining the Senſe of the words, indivi- 
* dual Subſtance * has been likewiſe ſhown 
above, p. 307. . 


* 


200 dog dea vouring to prejudice ignorant Readers, by 
/ perpetually ſtiling your own particular Scho- 
laſtick Hypotheſis, ©T HE Dactriue of the 


Whole Doctrine of Scripture, and (according 


\ Conſequence drawn from the Doctrine of 
Scripture, and for a Notion wherein they 
think the Primitive Church too almoſt unani- 


Right to call Their Doctrine © The Do@rine 
1 the Trinity, as you have to call Tours ſo, 


ſedly corrupt Tranſlation of Origen, has been 


of my © imaginary Senſe of Individual Sub- 


P. 29, But nothing is more unfair, than your in- 


«* Trinity.” As if Others, who plead for the 


to the beſt of their Abilities) for every juſt 


mouſly agreed with them; had not as good a 


Your 


8 oo. eas wage Wham 


Qu. XIX. and Worſhip, 
Your ſaying, * the Father's Hypoſtaſis or 


« Perſon ;” is alſo a Deceiving of your Rea- 
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* 


P. 293. 


der: When you know the word, Hypoſtafts, 


in all the Primitive Greek Writers always ſig- 
nifies, Subſtance ;, and never Perſon, in the 


ſenſe you uſe it,) as contradiſtinguiſhed from 


Subſtance. As D. Cudworth, and Others, have 


abundantly ſhown” = 
Lour Argument drawn from imaginary Dif- 


ficulties in our conception of the Omnipreſence, 
has been particular) anſwered above, p. 305, 


and 309. I ſhall here obſerve only by the 
Way, that the Foundation of all your Diff- 


culties, viz, the Suppolition that the Sub- 
« ſtance of God, is God,” is not true. For 


P. 


2.933 


Oc. 


God is neither the Subſtance of God, nor the 
eAttributes of God; but He is That intelli- 
gent Agent, whoſe both the Sl ſtauce and the 


eA!tributes are. And as Iufiuit), for inſtance; 


ſo every Other Attribute, Power or Perfecti. p. zy. 


on, of the Omnipreſent Being, is the indivi- 
dual Attribute, Power, or Perfection, of That 


Omnipreſent Subſtance is. 


* 


One individual intelligent Agent, whoſe the 
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. the Unity of God. 


Qvery XX. 


Wether the Doctor need have cited 300 
Texts, wide f the Purpoſe, to Prove what 
10 Body denies, namely, a Subordination, 

in Some Senſe, of the Son to the Father; 
could He have found but one plain Text 
a4gainſt his Eternity or Conſubſtantiality, the 


Points in queſrion? 


Anſw: HE © Eternity or Conſulſtantiali. 

OUR ** ty” of the Son, are not in any 
manner © the Points in que ſtion; becauſe, of 
whatever Duration and of whatever Sul {tance 
the Son be, (which are Metaphyſical Queſti- 
ons,) the Truth of no one of Dr, Clarke's 
Propoſitions is thereby at all affected. The 
Truth of plain Scripture-Declarations, does 
ot at all depend on the Truth or Erroneoul- 
neſs of Any metaphyſical hypotheſes made by 
Writers who lived in Ages after the Apoſtles. 


The zoo Texts therefore, are by no means 


« wide of the Purpoſe; becauſe they All 

prove, what they were brought to prove ; 
namely, a Subordination, not in mere Potion 
or Order of Words, which in the Tut h of 
things is a Co-ordination ; but they prove a 
real Subordiuation of the Son to the Father in 
point of Dominion and eAuthority, and eſta- 
þliſh a real Supremacy of the Father over all : 
Which Tz, in direct oppoſition to the firſt 
One 204 Py - e e 


e 


Qu. XX. Of the Unity of God. 
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Article of the Apoſtles Creed, and to the 


whole Tenour of the New Teſtament, and 


to Many of your own Conceſſions alſo, per- 


petually deny. 3 Mp 

In your Defenſe of This Query, you have 
recourſe again to your Difficulties in the No- 
tion of the Divine Omz:preſence, which I have 
anſwered above, b. 305; and to your Charge 
of an © aunmanly trifling with an equivocal 
« word, an ambiguous Expreſſion, Indi vi au- 


„al; which I have alſo conſidered above, 
Nl. 


The injuſtice of your Charge of a © Tacite 


& Conclujion” which you ſuppoſe drawn from 
| the 300 Texts, over and above the Manifeſt 


Concluſion profejſedly drawn from them; has 
been ſhown above, p. 301, 338. And your 
Netion of Subordination, how abſurd it is; 


„„ 
Self exiſtence you call © a Metaphyfical 


ce Term; the Mord equivocal, and the Notion 
< ſufficiently obſcure.” I anſwer: There is 


No obſcurity in the Notion, nor any poſſible 
only ſignifies, exiſting neceſſarily Of itſelf, 


without Deriving in any manner | from any O- 
ther whatſoever. The rigdiculouſneſs of your 


P. 299 
ex ZO2, 


has likewiſe been before ſhown, pag. 193, 


P. 300. 


equi vocalueſo in the Word. It always and 


ſuppoſing it to be a mere Negative, has been 


ſhown above, P. 226. 
Ihe Firſt Chriſtians,” you fay, eaſily be- 
« lieved, that Father, Son, and Holy Ghoſt, 


into whom they were baptized, and whom 


. they worſhipped, were EQUAL LT Di 
wn Os „vine; 


P. 301. 
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Of the Unity of Cod. 


e vine; without troubling themſelves about 


* the manner of it, or the reconciling it with 


their Belief in One God. PROBABLY, 


cc 


the plain honeſi Chriſtians believed every 


0 


perſon to be God, and all but One God; and 
« troubled not their Heads with any nice Spe. 


© culations about the Modus of it. This 
« SEEMS to have been the artleſs Simplici. 


(and any Other Meaning 1s beſide the Point in 
Queſtion ;) the Reverſe of your Aſſertion is 
manifeſt, in almoſt every Chapter of the New 
Teſtament ;, in every Antient Creed, even of the 
Fourth as well as of the foregoing Centuries ; in 


all the Remains of all the Antient Liturgies; in 


almoſt every Page of all the Primitive Fa- 
thers; and ſufficiently in the Paſſages I have 


already cited in This Diſcourſe. The mean- 


ing of the Conjunct ion of the Three Perſons in 
the Form of Baptiſm, is explained profeſſedly 
in all the Antient Creeds, and in the (1) Book 
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dl bes- ac i vox, v tuονο iam m.. © Baptiſm is appointed into the 
<6. Death of Jaſus: The Father is mentioned, as the 


* Cauſe and Sender; the Holy Ghoſt is joined with him, as the 
© Witneſs. 


The Father, is God Supreme over all: Chriſt, 


« is God the only-begotten, the beloved Son, the Lord of Glory : 
« The Holy Ghoſt, is the Comforter that was Sent from Chriſt, 
c and received of him his Doctrine, and preached him to the 
„ World.” lib. 3. c. 17, See allo lib. 7. c. 22. 


ſtiled 


* ty of the Primitive Chriſtiaus, Cc“ If by 
the words, equally divine, you here mean, 
f equally Supreme Dominion or Authority, 


2 


Qu. XX. Of the Unity of Cod. 
ſtiled the Apoſtolical Conſtitutions , and by 
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« the Grace, as the Original Author: The Son, being the At- 
«« niſter of it: And the Holy Ghoſt, the Comforter, being the 


immediate Diſtributer of it. | 


Qur ax. XXI. 


Tov 35 0. Vin SH, Audy 
705 Taparxairy, Guts ? Ten xopr/Sris. Eccleſ. Theclog. lib. 3. 
c. 5. Baptizing them into the Name of the Father, and of 
6 the Son, and of the Holy Ghoſt. The Father beſtowing 


411 


(1) Euſebius, whoſe words you have in the 
Miro e 


Whether he be not forced to ſupply his want of 


Scripture-Proof by very ftrain'd and remote 
Inferences, and very uncertain Reaſonings 


from the Nature of a Thing confeſſedly Ob- 


cure and above ( omprehenſton ; and yet not 
more ſo than God's Eternity, Ubiquity, 


Preſcience, or other Attributes, which yet 
we are obliged to acknowlege for certain 
Truths ? e e 5 


ONE of the Propoſitions on 


are drawn by mere © Reaſonings from the in- 


* comprehenſible Nature” of God, though (I 
think) they are very agreeable to right Rea- 
| fon, Neither are they drawn by any © Htrain- 


« ed and remote Inferences.” But they are 
either the expreſs and literal declaration, or the 
imme diate aud obvious Reſult, of many more 
5 | ES. than 


which Dr. Clarke lays any Streſs, 


p. 30z. 


; 412 Of the Unity of God. 


| L£Cor.8,6, 


P. 303 


than 300 Texts in the New Teſtament 
Dur Scheme, on the contrary, contains, not 
indeed “a jtrain'd and remote inference,” but 
a Propoſition directly) contraditiory to the 
Texts. For you declare The One God, (0 
ſtiled by way of eminence,) to be both F. 
ther and Son and Holy Gooſt; whereas St. Pay] 
i; expreſs Terms declares the One God to be 
the Father of whom are all things, as diſtin- 
guiſhed from the One Lord, Jeſus Chriſt, by 
whom are all things ; and (in another place) 


Ebspb. 4, 6. that the Oe God is the Father of all, who i; 


above all, as diſtinguiſhed from the One Lord, 
and One Spirit, mentioned in the very ſame 
Sentence. Had you attempted to paraphraſe 
theſe Texts according to your Notion, you 
could no way have concealed the Paraphraſe's 
being contrary to the Texts. 
303, As God's Eternity, Ubiquity, Preſcience, 
© and other eAttribates,” are Themſelves (and 
not particular mens different philoſophical Ex- 
plications of the Manner of them) the Subject 
of our Belief : So the Directions actually given 
in Scripture concerning the Worſhip of God 
and of Chriſt, (not philoſophical Conjectures 
concerning Subſtances and Eſſences and the 
| Metaphyfical reaſons of things,) ought to be 
Guide of our Practice. And then there would 
ſoon be an End of all Diſputes. 
- Your introducing therefore, upon This oc- 


P. 30s. caſion, Arguments “ againſt the Omnipre- 


306. ſence” &c. and ſtiling the caſe exactly 
307. © the ſame ;” and talking of © clearing God's 
Attributes from being liable to the ſame 
1 = _ * Charge ,* 


Qu. XXI. Of the Unity of Cod. 413 
Charge; and of apprehending things, in 
* the general, as fully and clearly (perhaps more P. 321. 
= « ſp) as Eternity, Omnipreſence, or the like, All 

ut This (I ſay) is entirely beſides the Purpoſe : 


> As has been diſtinctly ſhown above, P. 305. 
15 Dr. Clarke's Aſſertion is not, (as you falſely F. 305. 
„ fepreſent it,) that © ze Sen of God cannot be 


6. Lieth) Divine, but that he cannot be E- 
: qually Supreme with the Father, © unleſs he be 


A % Co-ordinate in all reſpects with the Father.“ 

4 You tell me; © The Whole terminates ing 5. 355 
) « Philoſophical Qzeſtion :? And © This con. 307, 3084 
1 | © troverpe, managed upon the foot of mere 

9 


« Reaſon, terminates at length in That ſir- 
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' of Al: And yet, at the fame time, it ſtiles 
the Son allo God. The only, the © /zgle 
 * queſtion” hence ariſing, © upon the foot of 
* mere Reaſon,” is: not, whether the Eſſence 

of God be comprehenſible, or no; but in What 
Senſe theſe Two Propoſitions, which upon 
Authority of Scripture are Both of them ac- 
knowledged to be True, are, according to 
Reaſon and the Uſe of Language, beſt under- 


5 | 4 ole queſtion, whether the Eſſence of God „ 
u be above Comprehenſias, or no.” I an- | 1 
ſwer: The Eſſeuce of God, is no part of ml 
the Subje&t-matter of the Queſtion be- | | g 
ftween us. The Scripture tells us, there 7s | 
but One God, even the Father, [or Firſt Cauſe} |. 
F whom are all things; one God and Father oh 

bi 


o 


ſtood to be confiſlent. 5 
And here indeed, I think, I have the juſt- 
eſt Reaſon to complain; that neither here, 
nor in any ocher part of your Book, you over 


1 


Of the Unity of Cod. | 
lay before your Reader the 1:ue Point in 1. 
queſtion between us. The Queſtion is, about I « 
a Doctrine of Scripture ;, about che ſenſe of cer- I © 
_ tain Propoſitions laid down in Scripture. The 
Foundation therefore of the queſtion, the Pro- 
Poſit ion whole Senſe and Meaning you argue 
about, ought Always to be a Scripture-Pro- 
Poſition, As, for inftance ; that To Us there 
is but One God, even the Father, of whom ave 
all things; and yet, that The Word is God, 
1 In What Senſe theſe Two Propoſitions are 
l conſiſtent, is the Point in queſtion. Now 
=: | This you conſtantly hide from your Reader. 
p. 318, You ſpeak of IHE Doctrine of the Tri- 
© nity” having © 29 Peculiar Difficulties” ib 
7. 320. a doQrine “ evidert from Scripture, and af- ! 
| © prehended in the general as fully and clear- 
| P. 325. „ Jy as Omnipreſence,” You talk of THE 
= © VERT myſtery of the Trinity; of THE 
| Pi. 3zi. * Thing itſelf,” in oppoſition to the particular 
1 P. 323» Modus of it; Of © Scriptural Poſitions,” of a 
j Plain Scripture-Truth;“ the “leading and 
Fi. ar, © fundamental} Doctrine; the “plain fun- 
. damental Truth; which © He that believes 
li &« (imply, and in the general, and AS laid 
|  « down in Scripture, believes ENOUG RB” 
| And yet in All This, and in all other Expreſ- 
1 ſions of the like kind throughout your Whole 
| Book, you never once meas (at leaſt you never 
| once mention) any Scripture-Paſition; but con- 
ſtantly ſlip into its place Some Other Pro- 
poſition, which (by your hpot heſis) you ſup- 
Poſe to be, in way of Inference, equivalent. 
P. 323. * One God IN Three Perſons: © Three Per-. 
EY ED . 
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4 ſons, every one Truly God, and all but One P. zꝛo. 
© God „ Three Perſons, every one ſingly v. 314. 


(c God, and eAll together One God.” As if 


the whole Queſtion was; not, whether or 


how far or in what Senſe, Tour Propoſitions 
rightly expreſs the Doctrine of Scripture; but 


merely, whether or how far, or in what 


Senſe, Other mens Notions agree or diſagree 


with Tour Propoſitions conſidered as a. Rule. 


am confident you would have taken it ex- 


tremely ill, had I argued, againſt Toz in ſuch 
a a manner, as always to make ſome of my 
_ own or of Dr. Clarke's Propoſitions, the Rule 


by which to try All Tour Arguments. 
But to proceed. © The Learned (you ſay) 


are hardly agreed whether Self-exiſtence 


* be a Negative or Poſitive Idea.“ How al- 
ſurd This is, I have already ſhown, pag. 226. 

Excellent are the Words you uſe a little 
after; and I moſt heartily agree with you 
in them.“ So much we owe to the Church 
* of Chriſt, which receives this Faith; to the 
5 bleſſed Saints and Martyrs many Centuries 
Truth, to God, and to our ſelves; as to 
« ſee that it be fairly and impartially exami- 


upwards, who lived and died in it; to 


F. 317. 


p. 319. 


ned. That, proving all Things, as we ought 
* to do, in Sincerity and Singleneſs of Heart; 


* we ma) at length be both wiſe enough to 


* know, and ſuitably diſpoſed to hold faſt, that 


** which is Good.” „„ 
Lou mention ſome © diffciles Nugæ; moſt- 


* 


cc 


4h, verbal or vain Inquiries ;, which do not 


P. 3222 


* concern common Chriſtians.” Care there- 


fore 


416 2 of the Unity of God, "Se 
fore ſhould always be taken, that no Practice « 
eſpecially in things relating to the Worſhip of 
God, be founded upon mere Speculations, but 
- wholly upon expreſs Command, —@«& 
P. 323, You make a Suppoſition of my © arguing 
i that the Son cannot be God, in the ſtrict Senſe, 
wit hout making Two Gods,” But why do 
you make a Suppoſititious Argument for me, 
inſtead of the Irue one? My Argument is not 
founded upon what Can or Cannot be; but up- 
on the Apoſtles aſſerting that The One God is 
the Father [Dor Firſt-Cauſe,] of whom are all 
things, as diſtinguiſhed from the One Lord, 
Jeſus Chriſt, by whom are all things, Though, 
if by the words /{ri Senſe,” you mean 
Supreme Senſe; *tis alſo very evident, that no 
& Union of Subſtance, Will, Power, Preſence, 
Operation, or any thing elſe; can make 
Two Supreme Gods to be The One Supreme 

God. "I 

:. You © ſuppoſe” me to © argue again, that 
Qs 7f rhe Son be à Son, in” your © ſenſe, there 
« Mult be a diviſion and ſeparate Exiſtence.” 
But why will you © ſuppoſe” me to ſay, what 

I never ſaid or thought of? Separate, or not 

ſeparate, makes no difference at all in ay 
Argument; which relies wholly upon Suprema - 

+ Cy in point of Authority. : 

b. 324. Lou proceed to ask me: Did you ſet out 

upon the foot of Scripture ? Does Scripture 

« any where tell you, that Two divine Perſons 
Cannot be One God? Or that the Father and 
Son Muſt have a Separate Exiſtence ? 
| Lay 


Qu. XXI. of the Unity of bod. 


« Lay aft le our unſcriptural Objections, and 
« we ſhall have no occaſion for unſcriptural 


<« Anſwers,” I anſwer : I did ſet out upon the 


Foot of Scripture ; and do continue upon That 
Foot ſtill. I did not ſet out with aſſerting that 


Two Divine Perſons Cannot he One God; but 
with taking Notice that the Scripture aſſerts in 
Fact, that The One God (eminently fo tiled) 


is the Father of all, who is Above All; even 


the Father, [or Firſt Canſe,] of whom are all 
things. I did not ſet out with ſuppoſing, that 


Father 5 Son mult have a Separate Exiſt- 
ence; Becaule Separate, or not Separate, divi- 
ded or not divided in Subſtance, makes no dif- 
ference as to the point in queſtion between us. 
| did not ſet out. with bringing unſcriptural 


Objections, or indeed Objefions at all againſt 


Any thing ; but with maintaining Dr. Clarke's 
Propotitions, as nor going beyond the Serip- 
ures 

When you cited Lucian's Philopatris, you 
ought to have hinted to your Reader, that 
Learned Men look upon it as ſpurious. 


The Paſſage you cite out of (1) Jrenæus, 
(viz. © According to all the Hereticks, the 5 


Mord of God was not made Fleſh .” ) means, 


that the Hereticks, the Cerinchians and their 


Followers, ſuppoſed Feſus and Chriſt to be 
Two Perſons + 1 that the Son of God was not 


£00 Secundum alk ſententiam Hzreticorum, Verbum 
ei Caro factum eſt. Lib. 3. c. 11. 


A made 


P. 325. 


417 


335. 


n 


. 326. Anſw. 


the Unity of Cod. 


made Man, or (1) became Himſelf the Son of 


Man, but only came down upon or was united to 
the Man Jeſus, Which Heretical Notion, is 
much nearer to your opinions, than to mine. 


Query XXII. 
pet her his (the Doctor's) hole Performance, 


whenever be differs from us, be any thing 
more than a Repetition of this Aſſertion, that 
Being and Perſon are the ſame, or that 
there is no Medium between Tritheiſm and 
Sabellianiſm > which is removing the Cauſe 
from Scripture to natural Reaſon; not very 


conſiſtently with the Title of his Book. 


R. Clarke has neither in © che Whole” 
vor in any Part of © his Perform- 
ce ance, either cc aſſerted » or fuppoſed, that 


“ Being and Perſon are the ſame; but that 


Intelligent Being (or rather Intelligent Agent,) 
and Perſon, are the ſame. If Two or more 


Intelligent Agents Can be the ſame Being, or 
{ubliſt in the fame individual Subſtance ; (pro- 


vided the Agents be not all of them Self-exiſt- 
ent, as well as the Subſtance ; which is mant- 


! N * 1 \ — \ * ry WAS - . 
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feſt Polyt hei ſin;) this will no way affect the 
Truth of any of Dr. Clarke's Propoſitions. 
To inſiſt that words ought to have Some 
Meaning and Signification, is not “ removing. 
«© the Cauſe from Scripture to natural Reaſon,” 
but appealing from Enthuſiaſin to Scripture and 


SS > 


Reaſon in conjunction. 
5 In your Defenſe of This Query you tell 
me, that, according to my Notion, it is not ». 327. 
e Scripture, it is not Antiquity, but 4 Philoſo- _ 
7 * phical Principle” we truſt to; © to which, 
| © Seriprure, Fathers, Councils, Creed, every 
thing muſt yield” That © the whole is made p. 335. 
to depend upon a mere Philoſophical Queſtion, | 
* which is to be the Rule and Meaſure to try 
« Scripture and Fathers by:“ Whereas © Ex- 
„ rtrinſick Evidence, Divine Revelation,” ought 
to be © here all in all; And the only proper Uſe P. 328. 
« of our rational Faculties, is to inquire into the 
true and genuine Senſe of it,—-Come out of Me. 
| © capbyſicks, and put the Cauſe upon the Foot of P. 319: 
) * Scripture and Antiquity :— Scripture is our 
" | © Ruleropoby.” lanſwer: The Reverſe of your 
. Charge in This Point, is true. Our Foundation 
Il 's, that Ihe One God (ſo called by way of Emi- 
nence) is the Firſt Cauſe or Author, and the 
Supreme Governour, of the Univerſe; the 
Father, of whom are all things; the One 
- | God and Father of all, who is above all. 
his is expreſs Scripture. Tour Foundati- 
on, on the contrary, is; that as © the word, Sermons, 
| © Man, ſometimes ſtands for the Whole Spe- P. 745: 


e bist; 
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Of the Unity of Cod. 
cies; ſometimes indefinitely for Any individu. 
ap the Species, without determining which, 
and ſometimes for This or That particuly 

Man : So, by way of Analogy, or imperfed 
reſemblance, the word, God, may Oc.“ This, 
I think, is Philoſophy and Metaphyſicks, not 
Scriptures rn, 8 95 
Lou proceed : All that the Dodl or has pre. 
“ ved, or can prove, is only This; that Sepa. 
rate Perſons are ſo many intelligent Beings 
which we readily admit. But united Perſons, 
or Perſons having no ſeparate exiflence, may 
be One Being, One Subſtance, One God, not. 
wil hſtanding. The Doctor no where, that 
J remember, ſpeaks of Perſons ſeparate or uni- 
ted, but Supreme or not Supreme: In which 
reſpect, being ſeparate or united, makes no 
difference. For two equally Supreme perſons 
united, may be in the complex ſenſe “ One Be- 


cc 


wo 


» 


« 


40 


* 


* 


« 


ing, One Subſtance * but they will not con- 


ſequently be One Supreme Governour, On: 
Lord, One God. For are not Two equally Su- 
preme Governours of the Univerſe, J Gods 


And are not Two equally Supreme Governours, | 
united in Subſtance, ſtill Two equally Suptemt 


Governours 2 


You complain that we admit © no Medium 
« berween Tritheiſm and Sabellianiſm.” Yes: 
According to Scripture and all Antiquity, there Þ 
is a manifeſt Medium. One Spirit, One Lord, 
One God and Father of All, who is above Al, 
(the Aſſertion of the Apoſtle,) is a manifcſt Þ 


Medium, But if (contrary to Scripture and] 
1 to 


to the rmanimous ſenſe of all Antiquity) you 


make more than One abſolutely Supreme over 


all, many Supreme Governours of the Uni- 
verſe are Many Gods, in what metaphyſical 
manner ſoever thoſe Many Gods be ſuppoſed 
tobe united. Your misfortune is ; that, where- 
as (according to Scripture) all Antiquity (how- 


421 


ever they differed in other reſpects, yet) agreed 


in This, that the Unity of God depended upon 
the Supremacy of the Father, upon his being 
the (1) Alone Head, Fountain, and Original of 
all Being and Power; you, on the contrary, 
the more you deſtroy the Stpremacy of the Fa- 
ther, the more you think you eſtabliſh the 
Unity; of what? not of God, not of the Go- 
vernour of the Univerſe, but of a mere abſtra 


metaphyfical Subſtance, By which very ſame 


Argument, you might have proved (2) to 


Tertullian, Origen, Lactantius, and others of 
the Fathers, thar All the Angels, and even all 
Humane Souls, were The One Supreme God, And 
by the ſame Argument the Heathens could 
have proved to Tou, that all their inferiour 
Deities were Ihe One Supreme God, _ 

In © Defenſe” of yourſelf © againſt the 
Charge of Tritheiſm,” you * obſerve that there 
are more Perſons than One, digniſied with the 
*SAME bhigh Titles; inveſted with the 
** SAME bigb Powers, Attributes and Perfecti- 
* ons, and intituled to the SAME Honour, Wor- 


| (1) See an excellent Paſſage of Biſhop Pearſon, cited above, 
Pp. 31, and 207. | 
) dee above, p. 285, 286, 328. 
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422 Of the Dnity of God. 
= & ſhip and Adoration.” To This I have before 
anſwered : Is it No High Title, to be The Fa- 
ther or Firſ1 Cauſe of All thin gs? Is it 10 
Power nor Perfection, to be the e Fountain 
of all Power and Per 1 : himſelf unorigi- 
nate, underived, an independent on Any? Is 
there no difference between being worſhipped 
Mediately to the Glory of Another, and having 


All Worſhip terminate ultimately in Himſelf 
Alone? 


. gy36" TOWN Scripture (you fay) alan aſſerts, 
= © that God is One.” True: And that This 


One God is the Father of All, who is above 
"20. 

Your Arguments about Two Tehivalb's. and 
Two Creators, and Two Worſhips, have been 
diſtinctly anſwered above; ; pag. 180, and 184, 
and 317, and 354, Ge. 


tid. 


Tid. 


i and the Son is God, and yet we are no where 
taught to call chem Two Gods : The obvious 
4 Concluſion from the Premiſſes, is, that they are 
* Both One God: That is, (as you elſewhere 
Sermons, explain yourſelf,) © God in a large indefinite 
# 14+ 6 ſenſe, juſt as rhe word Man often denotes 
« Man in general, or Man indefinitely.” - The 
il Apoſtle St. Faul thought it more reaſonable to 
= draw another Inference: vis, that the Father 
in was The One God, OF whom are all things 
and that the Son Cor God the Word] was 1 be 


One Lord, BY whom are all things. Why 


they are never called Two Gods, fee above, 


i pag. 107. Alſo Dr. Clarke's Scripture- 


Doctrine 


You add : © In a word, the Father is Goc | 
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Doctrine, 2d Edit. Part It, $: 39, pag. z00, 
18. 

9 7 The. Prophet Iſaiah ( you ſay,) as inter- P. 332. 
« preted by St. John, makes them Both ro be 

« One Holy, Holy, Holy Lord of Hoſts , Iſaiah 

„ch. 6. Joh. 12, 41.” There is no ſuch thing 

in the Texts. See Dr. arte 8 Scripture-Do- 

ne arine, Part I. No 597. 

If You go on: ©« Thofe- who lived neareſt the P. 333. 

W Apoſtalical Age, and beſt knew the Mind of 

's, « the Scriptures, They alſo taught the Same 

is Doctrine which WE teach. There was ſome. 

'e | © Appearance of Tritheiſm in it Then, as there 

* 7s Now.” 1 anſwer : Though This be not 

the Point in queſtion, what the opinions of 

uninſpired men have been; yet I think [have 

ſufficiently ſhown, that the Antient Writers 

were None of them (as indeed neither is Bi- 

ſhop Bull himſelf, whom you ſo frequently 

refer to,) at all of Your opinion in the point 

of Equal Supremacy of Dominion; which is 

Indeed the only material point in queſtion, the 

ſingle Theological queſtion, all other points be- 

ing merely Metaphyſical. 

The unreaſonableneſs of your citing Origen P. 334. 
out of the ſpurious repreſentations of Latin 
Writers, I have ſhown above, p. 3 28. 

What you call © rhe Unity of Principium,” 
the Unity of Principle,” which © clears the 
* Churchts Doctrine from the charge of Tri- 
the im ; the Unity of Original, the „Ori- Fog 
* gination in the Divine Paternity,” which 2. 40 EA 
* bas Antiently been looked upon as the Aſſer-* 
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Fearſon, 
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gion of the Unity * All This does not make 
Two Perſons (how much ſoever they be ſup- 
poſed to be of the ſame Nature, as the Sun and 


Oythe Unity f Cod. 


a Sun- beam, or the Sun and a Fire, are of the 
ſame Nature: It does not make I hem, I ſay.) 


to be The One Supreme God : But it ſhows 


how, (conſiſtently with the Acknowledge- 
ment of the Son's Divinity,) the Tatber, 


the Principle and Original and Firſt Canſe 
of all things, is ſtiled God abſolutely, the 


« One God, tbe true God, the Only True 


ubi ſupra. G, the God and. Father of © our Lord 


2 


« Feſus Chriſt, Which as it is moſt I rue, and 


*© ſo fit to be believed; is alſo a moſt NE- 
«© CESSART Truth, and thereſore to be ac- 
« knowledged, for the avoiding multiplication 
and plurality of Gods, For if there were 
* more than One which were from None, ir 


© could not be denied but there were more Gods 


« than One." 


Your faying, that “ Cod is not on eoun@y, 


« @ ſingle Hypoaltafis ” is directly deceiving 


your Reader, as if Tg:owry and bypotaſis were 
the ſame ; when you cannot but know, that 


in all the Antient Writers, they are oppoſed to 
each other. The Sabelhans held (Tea rgb. 


* three Perſonal Denominat ions, in (one der- 


gο˙⁴ n) one ſingle or ſingular Subſtance. And 
therefore Euſebius charges Marcellus with Sa- 
bellianiſm, becauſe (1) he held“ One Hypoſtaſis 


* with Three Perſonal Denominations.” 
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One God, and One Mediatour. And to This 1 12,5. 
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gans are. called Polytheifts = That it has 


| « per and over > That I © do not admit Iwo p. 341: 


| riour Deities. On the contrary, to Us Chri- 
tber, of whom are all things, One God andeph.a, 6. 
there is One Lord Jeſus Chriſt, [God the Word, 1 Cer. 8,6. 


ATELY to the Glory of God the Father. 


One God and Father of all, and the One 


You proceed to tell me, that Our Doctrine z. 347. 
is Polytheiſm, © in the ſame ſenſe that the Pa- 


been © condemned as Polytheiſm and Paganiſm®- 339- 


« Supreme'Gods, is very true; no more did the 

« Pagan Polycheifts.” Now, not to retort this 

upon you at preſent, that Tow Do admit Two 
Supreme Gods; Conſider, I beſeech you, whi- 

ther This Argument of yours tends, To ſay 
Any one Can be God at all, unleſs He be The P. 2, œr. 
One Supreme God, 1s (you think) Paganiſm. 
Any © diſtin&ion of Worſhip, Mediate and Ul- P. 241, 
« timate,” is Paganiſm and Idolatry. Now, *” 
pray obſerve. The Pagans, St Paul tells us, 

had Gols Many, and Lords Many; Many 1 Cor. 8,5. 
fictitious Superzour, and Many fictitious Infe- 
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ſtians (ſays he) there is but One God, the Fa- 
Fat her of all, who is above all : And to Us 
in St. John's language,] by whom are all things. 
Mediatour every Knee muſt bow, MED I- Phil a. r. 


Therefore (according to Toru) St. Paul was a 
Pagan and an Idolater. If you reply, that the 


Lord Jeſus Chriſt, are Conſubſtantial. This 
Alone is not ſufficient ; For, fo ſaid the Pa- 
Can of Their Many Deities. If you reply, 
that the One Lord Feſus Chriſt is That One * 
PE 


426d 
the Father, of whom are all things; is not 


. 3. 


07 the a f nity of God. 


This both manifeſtly abſurd in itfelf, and 


alſo direct Sabellianiſm? Whit Anſwer the 


Antient Chriſtians gave to this Objection, 1 


have ſhown above, p. 384; out of Origen, in 


the Paſſage marked (1). The God of the Chri- 
Mans, is the Prue God; and the Mediator 
of the Chriſtians, is the True Mediatour, ap- 


7. 357 


pointed of God : The Gods and Lords of the 


2 4 were Both of them Fiftitions. 


ou add: © One divine Perſon is, (accord- 


: ing to Us,) c equivalent to One God, and Two 


7. 347. 


„ to Two.” I anſwer; No. Not One Divine, 
but One Sufreme Perſon, is (in the abſolute 
Senſe) The One God. Another Divine Perſon 


not Supreme, does not conſtitute Two Gods: Þ 
As I have already ſhown, p. 197. 
But you inſiſt upon it, that our © avowed | 
Doctrine is, One Supreme, and Two Inferi- 


te our Gods.” Again: Two Gods, a Greater 


. © and a Leſs, a Supreme and an Inferiour.” 
1 . . 


For © if ws underſtand the word, God, in the 


_& ftrif ſenſe, tis ridiculous to charge [what 


you unrighteouſly call] © :he Arian Scheme 


* with Plurality of Gods.” The Senſe of this 
Argument, in Other words, is plainly This. 


To acknowledge One God, the Fat her, of whom 
are all things; and at the ſame time One Lord, 
Feſus Chriſt, by whom are all things: To ac- 


knowledge One God and Father of all, who is 


Above all; and, at the ſame time, that the 
Son can be God at all: is avowing J 


* Gods, a Supreme and an Inferiour.” Your Ar- 


gument 


gument therefore is directly levelled, not 
againſt Me, but againſt the Apoſtle bimſelfe 
Unleſs you will take upon you to ſay, that 
the Apoſtle intended to affirm, that the One 


God, the Father, of whom are all things, (as 


diſtinguiſhed from the One Lord, Jeſus Cbriſi, 


þy whom are all things,) is both Father and 
Son; And that The One God and Father of 


| all, who is Above all, (as diſtinguiſbed expreſs- 
| |, in the very ſame Sentence from the One 


Lord and One Spirit,) is Himſelf both Father 


| and Son and Spirit. 
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You go on: © Certainly the Aſſerting Tbree P. 337 


o 


4 Gods (whether Co-ordinate or otherwiſe, ) 
« 7s Tritheiſm ;, againſt the firſt Commandment, 
e apainſt the whole Tenour of Scripture, and 


« the Principles of the Primitive Church,” I 
reply: Certainly the Aſſerting Three Gods, 
Three equally Supreme Governours of the 
Univerſe, (whether divided or undivided in 
Metaphyſical Subſtance, ) is Tritheiſm ; againſt 
the Firſt Commandment, againſt the whole 
Tenour of Scripture, and the Principles of 
the Primitive Church : © It is, to Me, an 


* Inſtance of the ill effefts of vain Philoſo- 


phy, and ſhows how the Diſputer of This 
* World may get the better of the Chri- 
* ftian.” : 

95 citing out of © Poſt-Nicene Fathers 
the Senſe of Ante Nicene” Writers, whole 
Own Works are loſt; has been taken notice 
of above, p. 69, 71, 280,330» 


You 


* 


* 


Ibia. 


P. 338. 


k Ah 


2 4 28 
P. 3 38. 


95 his (2) own foregoing Words, that He indeed 


* Another who' is God derived, makes 'T'wo 


of the 225 of Td; 


You cite a Paſſige of Athanaſius, that (1) 
* He who introduces a God underived, and 


© Gods,” Which is not very conſiſtent with 


** wha introduces Two Original Principles, = * 
- preaches 1ws Gods.” For, that in This * 
unoriginate Principality over all, conſiſts the "1 


Unity of God; was the expreſs Doctrine of  * 
All the Ante-Nicene Writers. God Alone f 
* (fays (3) Juſtin) is Unbegotten and 4) 1 
* Immortal, and for That Reaſon He is God.“ 
And Novatian : <« IF, fays (5) he, be had 
&« introduced Two Unoriginates, then indeed 
«< be had mad? Two Gods.” And even in 
later times, Hilary : * We acknowledge, ſays 
os (6) he, not Two Gods, but One ; Becauſe 
« 715 upon account of bis being Unorigin ate, 


that be is The One God, He i is the One 


Deos. c. 31. 


Dial. cum Tryph. 
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(4) x Tim. 6, 16. See Dr. Clarke's Scriprure-Doftr, Edit. 
2d. pag. 60, 290, 318. 


(5) Duos faceret Innatos ; & TAY duos faceret 


(6) Confitemur non Deos duos, ſed Deut Unum; 
quia Auctoritate innaſcibilitatis Deus unus eſt: De Synod. Ob 
id Unus Deus, quia ex Se Deus, Filius Deus, non 
innaſcibilis, ut Patri adimat quod Deus Unis 5 f. De Trin. 
. 4. 


« God, 


« ſhould take away from the Father bis Pre- 


« rogative of] being The One God.” And the 


Learned Biſhop Pearſon :. If there were 
« more than One which were from None, 
„it conld not be denied but there were more 
« Gods than One Wherefore This Origina- 
tion in the Divine Paternity, has anciently 


been looked upon as the Aſſertion of the 


Unity,“ Expoſit. on the Creed. p. 40. 
Edit. 4b. e 
The true Notions of *© Ireneus, Athenago- 


« ras, Tertullian, Clement of Alexandria, Ori- 
gen, Hippolytus, Lactantius, and even Eu- 


«* ſebius himſelf,” whom you here refer to; 


I have already ſet before the Reader at 
large. | 


I never ſaid that“ Supremacy only, makes 


4 Perſon God,” but that 'tis “ Supremacy 


* on:y, which makes a Perſon to be The 
One God;” even Thar One God and Father 
of all, who is Above all. 
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& God, becauſe be is of Himſelf God. The 
% Son is God, but not unoriginate; leaſt be 


1bid, 
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ans e AE 


Whether 0 the Doctors Notion of the 
Trinity, be more clear and intelligible than 
„„ te od. ae” 
The Diffcalty (t.) in the Conception of the 
T wok is, bow Three Perſons can be One 
_ God. 8 
Does the Doctor deny that every One of the 
_ Perſons, ſingly, is God? No. Does he deny 
that God is One? No. How then (1) are 
JJ 3 
Does one and the (a) ſame Authority, exerciſed 
by all, make them one, numerically or indi- 
vidually one and the ſame God? That is hard 
to conceive ;, bow three diſtinct Beings, ac- 
cording to the Doctor's Scheme, can be in- 
dividually one God, that is, three Perſons 
one Perſons DE IT Ce. 
If therefore one God neceſſarily ſignifies but (3) 
one Perſon, the Conſequence is irreſiſtible; 
either that the Father is that one Perſon, 
and none elſe, which is downright Sabelli- 
org ; or that the three Perſons are three 
3 | 
Thus (4.) the Doctor's Scheme is liable to the 
ame Difficulties with the other. 
There is indeed (5.) one eaſy way of coming 
Hf; and that is, by ſaying that the Son and 
Hh Spirit are neither of them God, in the 
Scripture-Senſe of the Word. But this is 
cutting the Kyot, inſtead of untying it; * 


Gs. XII. Gf the Unityaf Gd. „% 


divine Perſons in Scripture, 


Does the Communication of divine Powers and 


eAttributes from Father to Son and Holy- 
Spirit, make them one God; the Divinity of 


the two latter being the Fathers Divinity? 
Let the ſame difficulty recurs. For either 
the Son and Holy-Ghoſt have (G.) diſtintt 


Attributes, and a diſtinet Divinity of their 
own, or they have not: If they have, they 
are (upon the Doctor's Principles) diſtinct 


Gods from the Father, and as much as Finite 
from Infinite, Creature from Creator; aud 


then how are They one? If they have act; 
then, fince they have no other Divinity, but 
that individual Divinity aud thoſe eAttri- 
butes which are inſeparable from the Fa- 
ther's Eſſence, they can have. no diſt inet Eſ- 


ſence from the Father's ;, and ſo (according 


to the Doctor) will be one and the ſame 
Perſon; that is, will be Names on. 
Q. Whether this be not as (7+) unintelligible 


as the Orthodox Not ion of the Trinity, aud 


liable to the like Di Jiculties : A Communi- 
cation of Divine Powers and eAttributes, 


without the Subſtance, being as bard to con- 


ceive, nay, much harder than a Communicati- 
o of *Both together? 


Anſwo. (I.) « fr HE Difficulty in the Con- 
EET ( ception of the Trinity, 
1 „ not, © bow three Perſons can be One 
* God. For the Scripture no where ex- 

1 2 1 9 | preſſes 


343. 


. the Do ri Words; A the 
g ok 50 Rand e ee Do- 


rin, ou g it fot It rely 26/9/79, upon 
Words For ound n 2 5 1 Tis very 


_ write "Tg eur 0 much as know. 
ing, or ever once being able to expreſs, What 
the True Queſtion is, Which he -undertook to 
brite upon.) But the ozly Diffculty in the 
 Scriftare- Declarations concerning the Trini. 
ty, if it be indeed a Difficulty, is; how wk 
in what ſenſe, conſiſtently With every thing 
that is affirmed in Scripture; concerning the 
Father and Son and Haly Ghoſt, it is (till 
certainly and infallibly 175 What St. Paul 
expreſsly affirms, that To US there 1s out 
One God, the Father, of whom are all things 


and one Lord, Jeſus Chriſt, * whom are cal 
things, 3 
(2.) “ One aud the ſame Autharit) exerciſe 
« by all,” does not“ make them aumericall y 
"Eo individually Oue and the Same God,” 
But the Ore Authority which makes the Go- 
vernment of the Univerſe to be a Monarch, 
being in che Father Original, in the Son De- 
rivative; neceſſarily ſuppoſes Him, in whom 
that Supreme Power and Dominion is abſ- 
lutely of and From Himſelf, Geisel unde ri- 
ved, Wo independent on Any ; it neceſſaril) 
= ay) ſuppoſes Him to be, b 7 Way of. Eau- 
nence, what St. Paul exprelsly, tiles him, 


The Oze God, even the Father. (or Firſt Gays, 
= whoſe are all Os 


« 
— . oY * 5 N Ta II ka * 
. : 3 
- * 8 


2 o 
_ 


"G 5 The 


* Fa — 


3 


he ( The word, G24, being expreſſive, not 
%. of bare Sub/Zance or Bering, but of a Living 

on © Agent; does therefore weeds rih, in the Na- 
ture of Language, and in Fa# through the 
id Y whole Svriptwre, always /ignify one Perſon.” P. 343 
v. Yet neither does it © zrreſttbly > nor at all 
at Y follow, © that the Father, and none elſe, is 

to © the One Perſon” always ſignified by That 

he Y word ; (becauſe in ſome few Places, the 
i. fame word fignifies alſo the Ore perſon of 
id Y the Son.) Nor yet does it follow, that © the 

w  * Three Perſons are Three Gods :> Becauſe 
ne there is No Text of Scripture, wherein the 
ul Y word, G04, denotes the Perſon of the Holy 
w i Gbho/7. Nor does the Sau's being ſtiled by 
ut St. John and St. Paul, the God (and the 
5 Lord) BT whom ave all things; in any wiſe 
i exclude the Father from being till alone the 

) One God, (or Firſt Cauſe,) O F whom are all 
ed | things. But according to Tour Scheme, the 
ly Three Perſons are really and neceſſarily Three 


God.. For three * © Real Perſons,” —— *p. 350. 
0 each of them an individual intelligent A. 
„ # © gent,” and each of them equally Supreme 
e- over All; are certainly Three Gods. Nor 
m will three © individual intelligent oAgents,” 


b by „ /ubfſting in one undivided Subſtance,” be 
i- a * 448, in Any reſpect, one undi- 
y | © vided intelligent Agent,” (as you moſt ab- 
1 ſurdly affirm that they will;) but only Oe 
l, undivided Sulſtance. —_ WS Ys 
) Þ 4) Dr. Clarke's Scheme therefore, being 
| eaſily expreſs'd in the very words of Scripture, 
and containing in it 20 Contradiction to Rea- 
+ = 47 ſon, 


7. 343. ſon, is not liable to the ſame | Difficulties 
und, yours. bot you never ſo much 1s 
once Attempt to expreſs Jours in Scripture. 
wards ; (as 2 Seripture-Docirine, it were rea- 
ſonable to expect, might pH have been 
expreſs d;) And in your Own Words, tis a Cos 
tradiction in the very Terms, if three its 
di vi dual intelligent Agents” being One 
undivided intelligent Agent,” be a Contra- 
„ „„ Loon ann ants 
P. 344 (F.) In Doctor Clarke's Scheme, it 1g in. 
© deed an eaſy Way of coming off” from all 
Difficulties, to ſay, not that the Son is not 
© God in the Scripture-Senſe of the word ;” but 
that, though he zs God in the Scripture-Senſe 
| * Sompare Of the word God (or * Lora) BI whom are all 
: 2 things, yet he is not God in the Scripture- 
8. 6. Senſe of the word, Oze God, the (Firſt Cauſe, 
or) Father, O F whom are all things, This 
is © antying the Kot,” (if it be at all a Knot,) 
and not“ cutting it.” ? Tis ſaying, both. “ iz 
c effect” and in expreſs words too, neither 
more nor leſs than what the Scripture has 
ſaid. Tis © ſetting forth the Divine Per- 
Jones” Juſt as the Scripture itſelf has ſet them 
Ortn. _ | NN 33 
(.) From what has been ſaid in the fore- 
going Paragraph, *tis very plain how it may 
be affirmed, that the Sou and Holy Ghoſt 
% have diſtinct Attributes, and a diſtinet Divi- 
« nity of their own,” and yet the Father is (tall 
Alone The One God (or Firſt Cauſe,) OF when 


are all things. But the Dilemma here put 
by jou, irreſiſtibly deſtroys your, Own Scheme. 
Ee AN ae 2 


Qu. XXII "Of the 


Either the Son and Holy Gboſt habt Aan p. 344. 
oY © * eAttributes, and a Wnt Divinity of heir 

4 oe, or they have not. O they have, the 

* 4 are” ' [rorwithitanding any Unity of Sub 

TY ſtance] *© 4iſtintt Gods from the Father; 45 
nuch ſo (upon your Principles ) as? One 

* & Infinite lerell gent Agent from Another Infi- 
nite Iatelligent Agent, as One Creator froni 
Another Creator, as One Supreme Lord over 
a from Another Supreme Lord over all; 

=" Aud then how are they One,” [One Andi * p. 350. 
UV Y vided Intelligent Agent 7 « If oy have t, 

„ ther; ſince they have no other Divinity, bat 

it © That individual Divinity and t hoſe eAttri- P. 344. 
« hut es which are inſeparable,” not only 

*« from the Eſſence,” but from the Perſon *of 
8 « the Father; : they can have,” not only 20 
” | Aiſtinc Eſſence, * but no diffin& Perſonall. 

0 from the Fathers,” [they cannot © bt 
Each of them an individual intelligent A. 

„gent, as * you affirm them to be 5 C . 350. 
« {o will be one and the ſame Perſon, that ts, 

« will be Names only.” But now _ 

(7) Dr. Clarke's Notion, when rightly and » 343. 
fur repreſented, has in it /T think) not only 344. 
nothing unintelligible, but (as I before ob- 
ſerved) nothing /:able to? any real Di. 

* ficulties.” For, what Difficulty is there 
in apprehending '« Communication of ® all 
Thoſe Divine Powers and Attributes,” 
which. the Scripture declares to be communi- 
cated ;, without preſuming to make Any de- 
rermination' concerning ſuch metaphyſical No. 
= of be; w the Scripture never 

2 men- 


. in Unit N 5 


mentions Je all; e nd in een Fi 
Which, there always nas 5 and canndt 
but be, among ſpeculative , Preat Varig. 
- ge of Op 1 P30 o that ig! very wondet. 
I, 15 Should conſtantly ſo miſrepreſent the 
Whole Queſtion, as to lay the malo Strefs of 
the Argument perpetually, where the Scrip⸗ 
ture has laid no Streſs at * a upon Points 
which (whatever way they be determi- 
ned) do in no wile affet the Truth of Any 
of Dr. Clarke's Propoſitions. For tho? tlie 
Doctor does indeed ſuppoſe it to be Ss. 
bellian, and alſo impoſſible in itſelf, that the 
Son and Holy Spirit ſhould be (individually 
with the Father) the Self-exiſtent Being, 
vet if it Could be proved that Perſons 7% 
Self-exiſtent, could be generated or Proceed 
8 only EK from] T15 e T& Tarts, as the 
ouncil of Nice determined,) ry even i the 
Self exiſtent Subſtance itſelf, by the incom- 
prehenſible Power and Will of Him who is 
The Alone Self-exiſtent Perſon; ſtill the Doctor 


' Propoſitions. would remain All of them True 
ang VUntouched. 


In your Defenſe of this 1 RATA you FD 
* according to Me, there are Three Di- 
vine Perſons, that is, Gods; How, notwith- 
« ſtanding This, is there ftall but One Go P'1 
anſwer : Not Three Divine, but Three Su- 
preme Perſons, are Three Goch. There i is (ia 
the Abſolute Senſe of the WP ie Ont God, 

becauſe but One Supreme, Seff-exiſtent, unbri 
ors Indepenide it Aut kor "and Gouer“⏑F 


2 
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Qu. XIII. 


the Univerſe; 


things; the One 94 and Father of of Al 


1s 15 oe all. * 


7 0 2 . 


1 


the Uni Cod. 437 


the, Father, 


W 


of of whom, fe 405 
who 


This is . KO e the 


hat will pleaſe 


@ 1 e e to. Dr. Clarke make 
® Gd to be God? — Therefore, 1 if Domi- 


« gion and Authority, 


ſuch ag makes any Per- 


| « (on. Truly God, be lodged in three Perſons ;, 


: 


« thoſe Three Perſons, upon the Doors 


« Principles, maſt be Three Gods.” Not Do- 


minion aud Authority, 


Dominion aud 


Authority, 


but Supreme underived 


makes God to be 


Abſolutely The One God. Your Objection 
therefore here, is a mere Quibble. 


Nor does the Doctor inſinuate, that « 20 p. 347, 
« one can be God, that is not the Supreme 348 
« God; or, that 4 70 one can be God, but the 
« Father: ? But that no one beſides the Su- 
preme, no one beſides the Father, can be the 


/ 


Apoſtle's (One God and Father of eAll, who is 
Above All.” 


My Argument about agreement in Tefti- p. 348. 
** mony, might (you ſay) have been pertinent, 
6 had >. you We arguing from 1 Joh. 5,7.” 
I. here. acknowledge your Fairneſs, in ne- 
ver inſiſting upon That Text, 1 Joh. 5; 73 
nor upon 1 17m. 3, 16. 
\ Yau... * aſſert. that it 1. Sabellias, to ſay T. 36. 
& there. is Aut Oue wha is God,” [who i is The 
"one Perſon only, inſtead of ane 
Was St. Paul then a Sabellian, 


'On Nee 


0. 


F 3 


when 


F. 349. 


Fph. 4,6. 0. 


1 Cor. I5, 
24. 


P. 349. 
. N 


448 07 nec of God. * 
- When he faid r One Go and Father of all. 

and, (Ss Nes Ur O i lh ,) None other 
is GY," but One 10 LU ther 13 but One Gol, 
even the Father f Otn is indeed Ihe God and 
Father of all, not a Perſoy, . 4 Lbving 


kc ul but a NATURE PIII key 


Dn cr No one Porſdms ir one Goch tr · 
66 6 of the other two Perſons.” Then 
Joh. 17; Our * he ſaid, Thee (O Father, 


my e _ true God; 1 meant Luther and Son and 


Holy Ghoſt. And That Oae God, whom 


10er. 8, 6. St. Paul ſtiles the Father, of whom are all 
things, (as diſtinguiſhed from the Oze Lord, 


Feſus Chriſt, by whom are all things, ) is both 
Father and dan. And the One God and; Fa. 
ther of all, who is above all, (as expreſsly 
ditinguiſhed from the One Lord and One Spi- 


rit,) is both Father and Sox and Spirit. And 
the Son's delivering up the Ringdom at the 


End, to God, even the Father, means, that 
he ſhall deliver i it to the Father and San and 


Spirit. Have Words, at This rate, Any Sig. 


nification? 2 


Lou go on: The word, God,” (nay and 
the word Father too, according to your Senſe 


of the Texts now cited,) 4 is ſometimes ta- 


&« ken Eſſentially, and ſometimes Perſonally; 
« which makes the Difference.” How abſurd 
this is, I have ſhown above, p. 369, out of 


Biſhop Pearſon. It is indeed the Old Valen- 
tinian Diſtinction, as (1) Tertullian informs us. 


( 1) Hunc Subſtantialiter quidem & db * appellant, Pero 


valiter vero rev we r e etiam . Adv. Valent. 
cap. + . 


* 9 L1 8 


Jou. XXIII. of the Wyrty.of Cod. 439 
, But you inſiſt upon it, that 7x, tbe ſame p. 349, 
„ © ſors i Tue One G -＋be Father is 
4 peculiarly and eminently ſtiled The One 
4 “ God, not to excluile the Other perſons 15 
f trom being likewiſe The One God, | “ but to 
« fgnify. his priority of Order, as Father and as 
1 | «:Fonntain of all.“ That is to ſay, directly; 
) The Apoſtle did not mean what he ſaid, 
{ that the Ore: God is the Father, of whom are 
1 all things; but only, that the One Father is 
| the Fat her of whom are all things, 1e 
What follows, is (I think) one of the 
| ſnamefulleſt Abuſes of words, that is any 
where to be met wich. Each divine Per- F. 350 
„ ſou. (you tell us) zs an individual intel- 
« ligent Agent: But, as ſubſiſting in one un- 
* divided Subſtance, they are all together, in 
That Reſpect, but One undivided intelligent 
Agent: Aud Thus my Friends ſtand clear of 
« Tritheiſm.” That is: You ſtand clear of 
Tritheiſm, by openly profeſſing Tritheiſm. For, 
(ſuppoſing the Three intelligent Agents, to be 
all equally Supreme, equally Supreme Gover- 
vours of the Univerſe; ) are not Three un. 
divided Goas, as much Three Gods, as if they 
were divided? Are Three Agents ever the 
more One Agent, or ever the leſs Three: A. 
gents, for being ſuppoſed to be of One Sub- 
ſtance, or of One undivided Subſtance; or 
date ver elſe. you pleaſe? By ſubſiſting in- 
deed i» One undivided Subſtance, they might 
in That Reſpect be ſaid to be One Subſtance, 
but in NO RESPECT One Agent. The 
I 7 2 Wie, Charge 


440 yy eee cn 59 


5 Preface to You tell him, that Per/oz, and ndiuided 


Ste 


ee "from" the/Tonſiderationivt ' "Lp un 
Agency." 3} 300 Sd Jem NOW, Sting 


Tou have been ſenſible, that the Contra 
telligent Agents to be in Any reſpect Gn 
undivided Firelligen: Agent, een ſtron 


charged upon you. But inſtead of 1acknow: 
ledging and 4 ſo palpable an Able. 


hen the Objector ** 1 able to fix a Certain 


i largeneſs : As is alſo evident from What I 


Qu 
Ohurge of therefore Kands unan- Ill *+ 
ſworkbly acai dz unless you will ſay char 


Then Living God id not ahi intelligent 
Agens, but mere *e#Lphifical Jul ſtance | ab 


orinefs of affirming Three Individual ini 


dity, you have only indeavoured to amiſe 
d deceive your Reader with empty words: 


intelligent Agent, are not reciprocal i? That 
* Undivided or Individual Intelligent Agent, 
& like the p hraſe Tadividual Being, may adwit 
« of a ſtrifter and a larger Seiſe > And that, 


3 = £8 


Principle of Individuation, ' be may then 
« perbaps have ſomething of Colour for the 
* Charge of Contradiction.“ Now All This, 


is really very ill becoming a Serious Writer. 


For, the Principle of Individuation is a 
Certain and a Self-evident thing: As I have 
ſhown above, p. 307. Nor is it poſſible in 


che Nature of Thiogs, that the Notion either 


of “ individual eAgent ” or © individual” Be. 
ing ſhould admit of Any Variation at all, 
or eAny Degrees whatfaever-cither of trictneſi 


have There laid down. Nori is it at all to your 


poſe,” \ 2 * and Lraividad iu. 
n 5 9 *pelligent 


0 Qu. e % f God 4¹ 


* tells ee, tage wa 90 77 Or 120k ) 
rteipracal. be eontradi tines of Iaur 
Aſſertion, ſtill remains Always the ſame. 
No Three, can in y Reſpebt be Three of 
That, of \which: they, alec but One. Three 
individual Subſtances, may be One individual 
Compeund-or. Complex but they can in N'O 
RESPECT be Three of That, of which 
they are but One. Three individual Men, | 
may be One #ndividual. or undivided Body .. 
Len; but they can in NO RESPECT © =_ 
„be One Man. Three individual intelligent | i 
Agents, may be One individual Society, or one | 
undivided Subſtance, or One any thing elſe; = 
but they can in NO RESPECT nr be 
One intelligent agent. This Impoſſibility of 
bringing contradict ions together, is the Very 
Ground of all RUTH, of all KN ON 
LEDGE, and of all BELIEF too; the 
very Principles of which, you are here (un- 
deſignedly) ſubverting, Acknowledge there- 
fore, either. that Three equally Supreme intel- 
ligent Agents, are Three Gads; or ſay that 
The: Living. God is not a Living intelligent 
eAgent, whoſe Supremacy over All is That 
— 1 makes him to be The Supreme 
But to proceed. You declare, that by Per: P. 350, 
ſax.you mean 4 real Perſon, an Hypaſtaſis Y 351, 
That the word hypoſtaſis, is ſometimes 5 
*\ ed to ſignify: Subſtance, and ſometumes 
* Perfon/7? That “the Cburch never Proſeſ- 
« ſed Three hy in any other Senſe, hut 
4" Sa Three Perſons:“ 00 Ow 
F bellius 


„ 


ce hrlius world ot haut been cenſured for boli” 
ix one hypoſtaſis oh, had he meant Ons 

«Subſtance? That the Church alwyy; 

i profeſed One Subſtance :? That * Sabel. 


£dly blind. 


«us; and Others, — one Perſon,” one hypo. 
« ftaſis.” How greatly you impoſe upon 
your Reader in all This, will appear from the 


following Conſiderations. 


1. Tis evident from All Antiquity, that 
* Sabellius (directly contrary to what you 
here aſſert,) was © cenſured for holding one 
« Hypoſtalss only,” meaning thereby Oz 


< Subſtance ; (1) one individual ngular Sub. 


ſtance, with three Perſonal Denominations, 
See above, p. 344. The very Paſſage you 
yourſelf here cite out of Origen, proves di. 
realy the contrary to what you cite it for. 
For in that very Paſſage, he (2) expreſsly ex. 
plains hypoftafis, by LU,] Sul ſtauce. 

 2d4ly, Whereas you declare, the Church 


_ alway F profeſſed One Subſt ance I? | Yoy 


groſsly deceive your Reader; in arguing, for 
the moſt part, as if you meant that rhe Three 
Perſons had all of them Ore and the [ame in- 


dividual identical Mypole Subſtance, Which is 


(1) Mia, Lanognuos ,es Hare. Euſeb. Eccleſ. Theol. Iib. 3. 5.6. 
Sabellius Filium Patri 747680. Bull. De- 
fenſ. Fid. Nic. Sect. 2. c. I. S. 9. & e 
) M duepifen 75 dbu Tor bi Th rarpbe dh. , Þ pov fri 


. E)NE brereeh, TV/KavomTat; apmPoTiggs, | being One, not in 


E ſence only, (as One Fire lighted from Angther,) bur in | ſingle 
exiſtent Sulſtance too,) nark. Tous iroclue i une ard eng, Mos 
Sal Taree Kai Ui. Tour Tranſlation of this Paſſage, s affect. 
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Qu. XXII. 22 Unity of 004 443 


the (1) Schetaftick Notion; and yet at other 
times you tell us, that 4 that any Cathe- P. 463, 
& lick means by. individual Stance? i is *-Swb-" 
« tance undivided ;” that i is, t he ſame homo- P. 391. 
* geneOus Subſtance which; by © Inſeparabi- 
« lity,” is una ſumma res, one undi vided or in- 
« dividual or numerical Sabllance: That is to 
ay, that God is, not One infinite omnipreſent in- 
telligent Subſtauce, but Three diſtinct Sub/taxces, | 
diſtinctly. intelligent, but inſeparably zuuited. P. 328, 
Is This the Doctrine that Chriſt came to deachft 5 
See be lot, on Query XXIX. 
zh. In aſſerting that the word hypoſta- 7 * 
« (is, ig ſometimes uſed to 2 1 Subſtance, 
aud ſometimes Perſon:“ ( real Perſon, 
„an hypoſtaſis:“ “Three hypoſtaſes, as they 
% mean Tree Perſons :? “ One Perſon, One 
hy poſtaſis:) In This alſo (I fay) you 
greatly deceive your Reader; ſeeing you 
cannot but know, that the word, hypoſt aſis, 
in all the Antient Greek Writers, always 
ſignifies Subſtance, and never Perſon as diſtin- 
guiſhed from Subſtance. 
The Caſe is plainly This. Generally ſpeak- 
ing, (indeed always, except when the na- 
ture of the thing ſpoken of determines it 
other wiſe,) the term s0ia fignifies general 
Subſtance, and d ανi ſingular or identical 
Sulfance. Thus Two Fires, one lighted from 


(1) © That Trinity of Perfons nuierſeally the ſame, or 
* having all One and the ſame SINGULAR exiſtent Efſence, 
* 8 a Doctrine which ſeemeth Not to have been owned by 
* Any publick Authority in the Chriſtian Church, fave that of 
the Lateran Council only. That no ſuch thing was ever en- 
tertained by the Nicens Fathers, & c. Cudworth p. 604. 


ano; 


& ® ! 


Re ” arne XN i 10 


Re 00 one ang 5 255 1 
ih 99 155 of any one ang ther ſam: 
1 55 Su es are # Bs VToFeo%, as wel 
Fe 2 Th Boi, ; On 2 5 contrat oy Sometimes, 
rhovgh, much more.. ſeldom, t e term 89i2 
 fignihies "ſingular identical Sul ſtauce, and uni. 
Fans general Subſtauce. Thus the . Powers 
of out and the ſame individual Subject, axe 
Taurasi or {019801 which. is the ſame with 
ot TY UTroradtl as oppoſed to „Hoge: P And 
 Urboacis TS Tg, When ſpoken of Fire | in ge. 
neral, not of 4 Fire, is the fame as Sela 78 
Ttves. The Latin word, Subſtantia, is of the 
fame import as either Sc or unirac in 
the full extent of Both theſe Significations. 
And, wnius Subſtantiæ, ſignifies indifterently 
55 either Opeogoior or rare. either 2% 17 0ig 
or % 75 dre. Which Ambiguity in the 
Latin language, was the Cauſe of the Latins, 
in the Fourth Century, frequently miſunder- 
ſtanding the Greek Creeds ; From whence 
_ aroſe Great Contentions among men not 
rightly underſtanding each other, But as 
the Latin word, Sul flantia, in no caſe ever 
ſignifies Perſon; ſo both sola and vairars in 
Greek, always 1 ignify Subſtauce, and never 
Perſon (in the Scholaſtick Senſe). as diſtin. 
guiſhed. from Subſtance, 
©. It, may not be improper here to lay before 
the Reader ſome Inſtances, how. theſe words 


Were uſed among che Antient Eceleſiaſtical 
| Writers. N 


K Igna- 
38 3 N ; £ 
k J 9 > . 


och (2) ſtiles 


N XXI 15 t Vnity of 


„Kitt for whoever wit the” Sacre 
2 larg iltles under His Name, 775 Yue 
Word or Jon, (I. SI u, Is 
%"P/ſence of 55 ance,” le Count 8 of wi 
im Ney 674% ci | UTo7acu, by @ : 
« zeal ſubſtantial exiſtence.” | Novatian ſtiles hi 
in oppoſition to the Sabellians, a © Subſtantial 
(3) Power [or Powerful A; gent produced from 
«God whe) be will d. Tuſtin Martyr expreſſes 
* ſame Notion by, (4) T6—aa9us tO 
as well as TOY ——#TgoV, Clemens Alexandrinus 


uſes the phraſe, (5) To rg, © the firft- : 


8 begotten Being,” in contradiſtinction to, 73 
ayumro, the Unbegotten Being, who Is, 
are Hg Nes, the Supreme God.” Ter- 


tullian 1 8 the Word to be (6) a real Sub- 


oO *Ov WAY £58 AtALC5 24 0b — 2 belies gn STi 
var. Ad Magneſ. §, 8. A little before, he ſtiled him * 


170. 5 nros, & * z. [Here &cis is the fame as - 
cgacus. 


(2) 'Ov W a ci g Fours Yor, IT voy, Adu. 
Paull. Samoſat. 

G) Ex quo, quando ipte voluit, Sermo filius natus eſt; qui 
non in ſono percuſſi Aeris, aut tono coactæ de viſceribus vo- 


cis accipitur, ſed in Subſtantia prolatæ a Deo Virtutis agnoſci- 


tur, c. 31. ¶ Here Subſtantia, anſwers to the Greet, ini. 

(4) Or And 7% yearr@> dg wi fryer toi, Tas og 
ieh ¹ð, Dial. cum Trypk. p. 375. Edit. Jeb. 

(5) Exel „ fe n Ainnro, rarree Two S216. LE 59» 
defend, 35 8 . , BY WET CO mn N Yep TW TY 485 5 
Jeg, os appr Tav 6:mavro eino, um Toy gd yoyoy bin, 6 0 Hi- 
75 e He. Strom. 6. p 644. 

(6) Ergo, inquts, das aliquam Subſtantiam eſſe Sermonem: 2 
Plane.- Sed & inviſibitia flla quæcunq; ſunt, habent 
5 ud Deum & ſuum Corpus & ſuam formam, per quæ ſoli 
Veg. fl ia ſunt: Ante magis quod ex ipſius ſubſtantia miſ- 
| po. oh * N non erit? Quæcunque ergò 7. 
germoniz am dico Perſonam. Adv. Prax. c. ). 
Sobltantia an — corpus, anſwers to 156 Greek werden} 1 


ſtance 


i 


445 Of the'Unity of Cod. 


Funde { Subſtantium, corpus, union, | whith 
the Sabellian Praxeas denied; and explain 
himſelf by making the me rbe (1) Some I a, 

27 Subſtance with the Father, in the ſenſe of | © 
ria [ general Subſtance )] and à Diſtint? Sub th 
fence, inthe ſenſe of unipaoi; | Species, Singu. 
lar exiſting Subſtance ;] as being an undivided 
Parr of the Father's Subſtance, [Derivatio to- 
tius & Portio.) Which Montaniſt Doctrine, 
cores nearer to Tour particular Notion, than 
the Doctrine of Any other of the Antient Wri- 
ters does: With This Difference only, that : 
Tertullian, in his Book againſt Praxeas, uni- 
formly and conſtantly ſuppoſes the Son to be 

à Part or Branch of the Father's Subftance ; 
whereas Tou, inconſiſtently, ſometimes ſpeak 

of Father and Son in fuch a manner, as if 
you thought each of them to be the ſame in- 
dividual identical whole Subſtance , and at 
other times in ſuch a manner, as if you thought 
them to be Two diſtin and diſtinly intelligent 
3 only undivided or inſeparably uni- 
1 ; 5 

Origen, (2) in oppoſition to the Sabelliani, 
who maintained that the Three Perſons were one 
ſingle Sole; aſſerts that they are ge vTrogarius, 
Where tis evident from the Antitheſis in one 


7 8 


(1) Tres———ſpecie, unius autem ſubſtantia. ibid. c. 2. 
"Hers Species anſwers to the Greek vno5aci, and Subſtantia te 


1 he Greek gow] ] | a eter n 
FRY eg, ds TH xa rr S. hegen wills d cν Ts 
1 Au dpi red ayis xu0ç - trigey Tupe Tor raxięa, u TO 
1 e e Tha ene mae n, . 
14 | TaTiga xa di dal To H Frioue. Comm. in Joh. P. 56. 
* | OY and 


both 8e and dr are . 
nify Vngle identical Subſtan 
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Huatius obſerves (1) upon the Place,) that 


{ed by him tp ſig- 


— 


Nip appears from his ſayigg, bat (3) *.che 


an 


ura, iy I. Th, he,! two things in Sub- 


* hſlence, but One in Agreement, as the Scrip- 
ture ſays. that . Believers. were f One Heart.“ 
Upon which: Paſſage, the aforeſaid Learned 


Huetius remarks, (3) that in antient Times, 
„urs ue Was uſed for goin,” I ſingular ex- 


* 


iſting Subſtance] © both by Heathen and 


* Chriſtian Writers.” And he obſerves, © that 


* Jerom ſays, in bis 57th Epiſtle to Damaſus, 
* that in all the Schools of ſecular Learning, 
% vrorans, bas no other Signification than 


Sela. And thus (adds he) the Nicene Fa- 


(i) Quibus fignificat, ab eo qui unicam in Trinitate &o&@r 
ponit, ſe diſſentire, & tres vrorous admittere, hoc eſt,” tres 
ve Nrigenian. lib. 2. P. 32. Y T8 hs 

(2) E. M vis T5010 FH) 1T 57H, un T1 ET OANS ory ss 786 d= 
#$1T%5 No erat rod otic rig Xa) bi, ET15NTATHW To, 17 5 - 
rer Tay Tigwooarrw 1 xc uu 1 WVorn wid, wa Frwphoy To, 35 
2 6 TaTyp ih due . 


S. Adv. Celſ. lib. 8. P. 3886. 
(3) Atqui vze5a04 pro dc priſcis temporibus ſolebat uſur- 
pari ab Ethnicis & Chriſtianis. Hieronymus, Epiſt. 57 ad Da- 
maſum; © Tora. Secularium literarum Schola nihil aliud vxo5av: 
niſi sc novit.” Ita ſamſerunt Nicæni patres, ita Sardicen- 
ſes, ita & ſumſiſſe Origenem veriſimile eſt. Præterea, 
cum unum eſſe Conſenſu & concordia dixerit Patrem & fili- 


2 4 e , "i ef \ — 4 / \ os / \ - 
TY Toros TRY WHT, i Os Th S οUVbL,.s Ty Tv Pavia za Ty 
' TWuTOTHTS TI'S / | 


um, poſtquam docuit duos eſſe Hypoſtaſi; plane vrogwotus vo-. 
cabulum videtur notandæ ſubſtantiæ adhibuiſſe. Nam fi priore 
loco duos eſſe ſignificafſet quoad Perſonas, adjeciſſet pro- 


fecto Unum eſſe quoad see At cùm unum eſſe ſcripſerit 


Conſenſu duntaxat, aliam omnem videtur reſpuiſſe Unitatem, 


& duos quoad voi credidiſſe. Origenian. P. 32: 
| | « thers, 
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148 * the buy of . 
& dive. and thoſe. of Sardica, and probabh 
4 Orig en alſo underſtood —— 5 when 
* Origen ſaid that the Father an Son are On: 
: in Conſens and Concord, after be bad ben 
& that they were two in Hypaſtafte ; 5 
tc plainly to uſe the word rg ue, to denote 
Subſtance. For if in this Paſſage be bad 
« meant that they were Two with reſpect 15 
« Perſon only; be would bave added, that 

they were One as to d. But fince he batt 
* only ſaid that they are One in Conſent, be 
« ſeems not to bave acknowledged any other U- 
hs nity, but to have believed them to be Two 
in dia. And indeed Origen, in ſevenl 
other Paſſages of his Writings, ſays that (i) © 
&* the Son is diſtin from the e Father xa Gol 
4 and ſubjed to the Father,” Again, he proves 
from Pſ. 35, to, that (2) * rbe Father and 
Son are Two Lights -” And again, he calls 
the three Perſons (3) Three Spirits,” Epi- 
phanius charges him with making the Son 
and Holy Spirit to be of a (4) different gi: 
from = Father; and yes lays, that he affirm- 


<() "Ersp@- —— edTiay, 5, © tanks his 9 5055 Ts ra- 
Tg. De Orat. P. 48. 1 854 th ſame with dg. 4s 
alſo in the following pa 7 tei rig wa n dvr uν,,ß 
Ty obi ju r Comment. in 
115 Joh. P. 70. Againſt which Notion, be #here argues. 
wid (2) Hapag he 5 . Pare To Tarige nat e d . 70 
5 1 Azad ru 1 uro #06 prde, Ibid. | | 
| (3) Tel ms T1 were. In Jer. Hom. 8. os 
(4) Ev» Toy mri deve, dur — Subs dg 
= 3 ae 11 nets 7» wida u 


Heæreſ. 64. c. 4. { Here ic Wann 


— 2 


Le. , ©h of God. "Ab 
ehe Sen to be Fed 17 gelt] (1) from the 
gubſtance f the Farbel. Which 27 5 eon. 
Pant to what Athanaſſus ſays of bim, that 
2) He ap reed with the Nicens Council.” "And 
yer. tris aba ul evident from what I Have 
hve ſhow concerning him, that his Notions 
were very different from thoſe which general- 
ly prevailed in the latter part of the Fourth 
Century. And how far the ſame is true of 
Muny Others alſo, appears ſufficiently from the 
following Obſervation of Grepory Nazianzen. 
() © Whereas (lays he) Chriflians have been 
„divided into Three Parts; many being un- 
a ſound in their Faith concerning the Son; and 
) i © many more concerning the Holy Ghoſt, (ſo 
v, | «© that, to have been leſs impious, has been 
- 1 eee pions „ and very Fee having been 
d = © Sound with Reſpe# to the Son and Spirit 
ls Both: He P Athanaſius] was the Firſt and 
i- only one, or at leaſt with a very Few Others, 
bo ventured plainly and openly in bis ri. 
a © tings to profeſ ſs the Truth; of Three Per- 
i- © ſons, having one Divinity and Eſſence. And 
* what Many + our Fathers bad 8 the 


N | 
As «c 3) Ex Ty; das Toy rurpog red r cienxòra. ibid. c. .8, [Here 
4 Arbe is the fame 28 br r 35 
in (:) De Decret. Nie. Syn. | 92 


(3) Tõ & 2 5 4 ANG aun, 300 200 85 e 268, Mi 51 
0 Fo — ro PL "ora Tay ft Toy ban a ppl o ren, A- 
dee Tay A To To yd To , DN K 70 Her regið, ic gc 
Sowa yr GAs 5 Tay a che Ob ee Giclher⁊ O · er. x44 Aeg, 
1 a . 8A vas, pro N d Thy iN die od, rob 3244 dap pu- 
„re gel Orürgrd ba. 8 butupuß dvd i, 
« 18 N w Targa epi ps cel 05 Ly $8031 ci refer, c- 
þ e F &"Vis Tv: ar©- D705 S b begey, & c. Orat. 21. 
394. See alſo Baſilii epiſt. 73 & 38. 
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cc Grace to confeſ. concerning | the Son, He at 


4 length was (as it were) Inſpired to confeſs 


concerning the Holy Ghoſt likewiſe? ? 
Concerning Dionyſius Alexandrinus, it is ob- 


| ſerved by Baſil, that he maintain'd © (1) not 


(e only 2 Diverſity of Vero, but alſo 4 Dif- 
* ference of dl. And Photius chargeth him 
with aflerting, that (2) tbe Son of God was 


different from the Father xa goiavy, Either 


therefore he was (if Baſil judged right,) wa- 
vering and (3) unconſtant in his Notion of 


Conſubſtantiality e Or elſe, if (as Athanaſrus 


ſays) he did really hold a Conſubſtaniality, 


then by the Term &oiz he did not mean com- 


mon generical Nature or Eſſence, but ſingular 


identical Subſtance, the ſame with vripanr; 


agreeably to the Doctrine of his Maſter 


Origen. 


Pierius, as Photius tells us, call'd the Fa- 


ther and the Son (4) © Two (delas) Eſſences 


or Subſtances,” and © Two (quous) Natures.” 


By which, Photius thinks, he meant no more 


than Two (vroracus) ſingular exiſting Sub- 


73) Harredunds bow ds Tels c A'! uur 


ſtances, which might notwithſtanding be 5%. 
len. In like manner as Methodius ſtiles them 


(1) ' Ov, Legi rr Ae bregei c, IAG nets Erin Ma eg 
Epiſt. 41. [Here vad ſignifies ſingular or identical exiſting 
Subſtance, and obœiæ general Subſtance. Otherwiſe ovoia; ů̃ 
would not denote the Anomaan Notion, which Baſil charges 
it to imply, ] | 


(2) — 000 Ley £00066 T'05 rech. Cod. 106. [Here boi 


ſignifies general S ubſtance. 


due e, voy 5 x Epiſt. 41. 
(4) Cod. 119. 


Pr . 5 » | — \ 
„ vo e Gbygupwy To 


JS: kt) 00 


, 


9) 


Qu. XXIli. of the Unity of God. 


(1) © two Creative Powers.” And £ 


of Alexandria; (2) * Two Things, inſeparable 
from each other,” & 

The ſame Alexander, upon Theſe Words, 1 
and the Father are one, denies that our Lord 
meant thereby to affirm, (3) © that the Fa- 
* ther and Son were 1 Th ef dou pr, 
« one ſingular Subjifting Nature.” 

The Council of Antioch, Hilary tells us, 
(de Synod. p. 227,) ſaid that the Father and 
Son and Holy Spirit (tres efſe ſubflantias 
were Three Subſtances : D By which he under- 
ſtood uropacus. 

Euſebius (4) every where in all his Wri- 
tings, expreſsly aſſerts the Father and Son to 
be two Solac, meaning the ſume as vmoraous, 
Whereupon the Learned Montfaucon obſerves, 
that the word da in Eulſebius, oug ht not to be 
rendered by Perſona, but by Subſtantia. And 
adds; that (5) ©* wherever he mec 1with the 
« word Hypoſt: ſis, 50 rran/lates it Subſtantia; 


(1) A y dues TNT, Phot. Cod. 235. P | 1 9 
(2) A e Wart 2e ure. de. Epi ſt. Ke wh ' >vud The- 
* Hift. Eccleſ. lib. 1. P. 6 
„ 0 O 7X5 Ty OT ESR £6 3s Dems iesy elbe D. wt day. at 72 
{Here oxen fignifies ſingle or identical en Ring - Sub- 


3 


(4) Hiſt. Eccleſ. lib. 1, c. 2. Prep. Evang. lis. 7,C. 12. Dem. 
Evang. lib. 5, c. 30. lib. 6, in Prom. lib. 5, c. 3. Coutra Mar- 
cell. ub. DG BS; ibid. p. 27, 29. Eccie{, Theolog. lib. 2, 
e. 7. 13. 80. above, P. 4, 15, 4), 157, 158 

(5) Ubi vox uo5mris occuttit, nos Sub ſtantiam vertimus; 


tum quia fic Euſebii ævo ex recepto more accipiebatur, ut ha- 


bet Athanaſius; tum quia, cum Euſeb ius diveriam in patre & 
filio Sabſtantiam admittat & doceat, inutilis ſanè fuerit perſo- 
narum & Hyp'ſtaſium vulgata Diſtinctio. Tralim. in Euſeb, 
Comment, in Pſalm, c. 6. 


TERS. !: 
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/. rhe Unity of Col. 


( both becauſe the word was Sacred. 6 un- 


« derſtood in the Age of Euſebius, as Atla- 


4 naſius bath it; bi alſo becauſe, fince Eu. 
ce ſebius admits nd teachet ß that there is 2 


& dijlin# Subſtance in Father and Son, the 
40 vulgar Diſtinction of Perſona and Hypoſtaſi 


„ 7s here altogether uſeleſs.” 


Athanaſms tells us: (1) © The Collection of 
Properties with reſpect to Man in general, 
&« 7s That which is called gold; But That which 
ic proper and particular to One Man, is un%- 


Tab” Again: (2) © Hypoſtafes (fays he) zs 


6: 
* 


is Subſtance, and ſignifies only That which ex- 


FE iſt s.— 


For , Hypoſtaſs js and Subſtance is 


"7 Exiſtence ; lecauſe it Is, and exiſts,” 


Baſil hath a large (3) Epiſtle to his Brother 


Gregory Biſhop of Mya, on this very Subjed, 


Concerning the Difference of the words 89ia. 


and drs, Wherein he ſhows that S de- 
notes [av ©vow] the common Nature of things 
of the ſame kind, as Man in general : But 
verb cu is [To os NSH, that which be- 


long to One in particular, as Peter, Paul, Gc. 


| 1 4 5 97 


Le. Fpill. ad Africanos. 


Obſerving only This Difference between the 


humane and divine Nature; that three men, 


are three ſeparate ( Swopulous ) Subſtances agree- 
ing in one common Nature; but the divine 


(1) 'Ouric A To Toy . T Ly Sper oy r To "OE | 


id\iws d, ut E At, vmagers, De Sana, Deip. Vol. I. p- 
1031. 

(2) H UE dend grog g Eric ay, xe odo WA CEE voy xe, 
1 bsc 2 oel b £ , 1 1 N 30 v7p- 


60 Epift. 43. 


16. 


E A ²˙ w Sy , 


Qu. XXII. Of the Unity of God. 


Hypoſtaſes, are inſeparably united. Again; he 
ſays that the Father and Son are [2 49@>] (1) 
One Species. (2) Again; that the Son hath 
[T3 Con *g e dee his own proper 
identical Subſtance, And che calls it wicked 
Blaſphemy, to affirm [L To belli 5%] One 


Subject or identical Subſtance in the three 


Perſons. Again; he tells us, (3) that “ no one, 


453 


« that has the laſt ſenſe, doubts but the Per- . 
'« ſons” [whom he here ſtiles rg ra, = 


baue ea: b a proper and complete Exiſtence.” 


Again: (4) © Ir is not (lays he) ſufficient to 


« enumerate the Difference of Perſons ; (but we 
« muſt alſo confeſs, that each of the Perſons is 
a true (or real) ſulhiſting Being.” Agreea- 


bly to which, he elſewhere 8 the Father 


an ( unbegotten Light,” the Son © a be- 
« gotten Light.” And, explaining the Conſub- 


ftantiality, he lays: (6) * One and the ſame 
« Thing is not conſt ſubſtantial to itſelf, but One 


wat © bing to another.” _ Laſtly, he (7) lays; 
„ goiz has to vioiraos tbe ow Reſpect, 


(1) Hom. 27. P. 606. vob . 
(2) Hom. 16. P. 507. 


(3) Tx Hue iel ge u a vrert Y 255 brajhs | Ixto, ecke 
\ 
Twy Nc 


up ptTEX0vTwy Tov @poytiy 0p Epiſt. 64. 
P. 848. 


, (4) "Ou 5 gp xe  PaPeper; T poo wr wy gu, O 1 
bag 7 09 WT wy oy wang ot envy COEpxeur jg, ibid. 
850. Here varogaT Is fi vgle identical Subſtance. 

(5) Ain Pa 
red view Ae Sc t Eu. Adv. Eunom. lib. 2. P. 70. See alſo 

iſt. 300. p. 1070. 7 

"= 6) 5 'ﬆ?; 5 
Epiſt. 300. 

(7) Or. oy 1x4 Aye, To NE 9 To loben, redro be. 1 edel 
deer e Thu vmoruow. ibid, Epiſt. 300. 


863 at 


EuT6 T6 d iaurTy pogo, GAN ire rip · ibid 


Toy rr %, ivr el Ons v 
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Of the Unity of Cod. 


« That which is common (or Generical, ) to That 


which is ſengle or individual. 


Indeed Baſil (as alſo Gregory Nagiangen, 


ſee Orat. 21, 32 5) is very exact in this Di- 
ſtinction of the words s0iz and vrorars ; al- 


Y ways u , former in the ſenſe of [vos] 


cCommnon 


common Nature or Eſſence, and the latter in 
the ſenſe of particular or ſingular identical 


Subſtance, But this Diſtinction being not 


carefully obſerved by Others, occaſioned great 
Diſputes and Diviſions between the Eaſtern and 


Weſtern Churches, particularly at Antioch and 


in Italy. The Italians, knowing no other 
rendring of the Greck Hy{offafis in I heir 


Language, but Subſantia, which ſignified (as 


(1) Jerom at large obſerves) the ſame as the 
Greek ia, which denoted common Nature 


or Eſſence; were afraid to ſay Three Hy- 


poſlaſes, becauſe That was the ſame as to ay 


Three generical Subſtances or Natures, which 
the word sgi was then commonly un- 


derſtood to ſignify : And therefore they choſe 


to call them three [perſonas] Perſons; by 


which they then meant three ſingular or in- 


dividual ſubſiſting Beings, as the Generality of 
the Eaſtern Church did (as we have ſeen from 
Bafil) by the word Hypoſtaſes. Likewiſe ſome 


(1) Tota ſecularium literarum Schola, nihil aliud vzp5zc» 
niſi «voi» novit. Et qui, rogo, ore ſacrilego tres Subſtantias 
prædicabit? Una eſt dei & fola Natura, quæ vere eſt. —— 
Sufficiat nobis dicere, unam Subſtantiam, tres Perſonas Sub- 
ſiſtentes. — taceantur zres Hypoſtaſes, ſi placet, & Una teneatur. 
Epiſt, 57. ad Dama. 3 


1 


of the Eiſterns of Antioch, underſtanding 
the Word Hhpoſtafis, Jas the Italians did, | 
to mean the ſame as gia, which denotes 
common Nature or Eſſence ,, would not call the 
Perlons three Hypoſtaſes, for fear of making 
three (giz) generical Subſtances or Natures ; 
but choſe to call them Three meiowna, (an- 
ſwering to the Italian Perſonas,) three indivi- 
dual ſubſiſling real Perſons, and One Hypoſta- 
$5. Upon which, the Iralians and theſe An- 
tiochians charged thoſe Greeks, who held 
Three Hypoſta ſes, with Arianiſm: And the 
Greeks on the contrary charged the Italians 
and their Friends at Antioch, with Sabellia- 
| niſm ; imagining that by One Hypoſt aſis Theſe 
| meant no more than Themſelves did, vis. one 
f ſingular identical Subſtance , and that, by - 
owTa and Perſonas, they meant Sabellian Per- 
ſons, or mere Appearances only. (i) Athanaſe- 
us ſummoned a Synod at Alexandria, to con- 
fider of and to quiet this Diviſion : And 
upon particular Examination of the differing 
Parties, it was declared that they were in 
reality of the ſame Opinion: That the 
Eaſterns meant by s the ſame as the Italians 
did by Hypoſtaſis, viz, common Nature or Ef- 
ſence ;, and that the Italians meant by e- 
Toy the ſame as the Faſterns did by Hypo- 
ſtaſis, viz, ſingular individual rea! Ferſon or 
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(1) Epilt. Synodic. 


Ga4 Being. 
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and by Degrees. Baſil (1) and (2) Gregory 


cc 


cc 


of. the d af Cod. 
Being. And thus the Signification of . 


Nagiangen, both make mention of this Diviſi- 
on ; and attribute it, on the Tralian Side, to the 


Scantineſs of their Language, which Was not 


able to expreſs the Difference between g and 


due, Epiphanius allo, taking notice of 


this Affair, ſays; (3) * The Eaſterns meant, 


3 


« tial Exiſtence of the Perſons. the Fa- 
% Father a Spirit, the Son a Spirit, and the 
« Holy Ghoſt a Spirit, conſidering the 
n 8 as lubſiſting (argue r of 

Himſelf Self-exiſtent ; and the Son, not as 
a Part of the Father, but Begotten per- 


** 


A 


K 


C 


A 


a 


“ begotten of a complete Perſon, and having 


his own proper Subſiltence.” At other 


times, the fame. Author makes  Hhpefiafis to 


( 1) He: ds Tov, ors vT95 WO A uric 69 TESTO z, 0 rel, 05 
ſefuiga, brignluenre 6 60 & 7D Tis OUT 20%; agel, e 15 1 Fee Th 
£4uTOY YAWTTH vPog e evo, To Ty, void 0908 Ty n Oayſſ 
[ Hypefiaſs | T0: lam u. / Epiſt. 349. P. 1130. 

(2) Th 15 2 ode lag, 30 Thy Tpiwv bros vlg £699 Av opiyey e 0 
uu zee =_ WE rb Thu Pug 9005 775 Seorar ©», To e mrs 


7 fh, irn bes (lo ius e 1% re 7'olG Traberg ſlueios, 6 


/ 
9 ceni rare 715 re euTHS YAWTTHG, Ac evofucer an | 
- Tic, ends cer 716 ddr e t 0770 gc, TY 


ov Nauen i. obs 


riero a rec uE. 
ons Te gi, 2 2 7815 UT ia TEpadar 3 e0, T6 WET 5 Ws 


Aizy Ti ten a ZAZ4vo y* T5 £606 Tanke ler Poßpa, 7 _ pi Toy 1300 N 
ics £77. Taff Due por; 5g er 110% rect rpg T g60-w7 066, % 
Apeteeyio woes T5 : p desde Tee 75 pee eee. 


Orat. 21. P. 395, 396, 


(3) Alle dre 7 Sega ot; 65 EY οοοννẽe Alyzrw, lu mals oe: * 


iu TW rec VPETTWT 0; 2 vf, Haglie oc. 


TYSD pc | 0 Fen, ypc X&b 0 VG, UC Kos T0 Aver rente. | 


Foy Fore c Ty arp e LO556TW vo x0 Toy va 0 
ir- dur Te rar pls, GANG et Ne 5 rar gôg, , C TAG 
Vene 2 Oe sv 0M ONOYOUV £65. / Herel, 73. P. 863. 


« by Hypoſtaſes, to denote the real Subſtan- 


fectly from the Father, a complete Perſon 


ſig- 


SY 


8 
5 
J 
| 
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„ banify (1) the ſame as Scla. And ſo likewiſe 85 
did the Council of (2) Sardie. 

Alter this Diviſion between the Eaftern and 

Italian Churches was made up, and it was de- 
clared that they Both meant the ſame Thing, 
only differently expreſs'd; the Latins made 
no ſcruple of rendring the Greek iniraos by 
| Subftantia, meaning by it not common Nature 
or General Subſtance, but fingular or individu- 
al identical Subſtance. Thus (3) Hilary 

I] franflites the words of the Council of Anti- 

cb, e, vnopacu Tea [per Subſtantiam tria, 

-Þ chree in Subſtance : adding, that they called 
the Perſons [tres Subſtantias] three Sub 
lances. © 
Again; that Hypoſtaſis denotes [Subſtantia] 
Subſtance, (4) Boerbius and (5) Marius Vifto- 
rinus agree. And that there is no other Dif- 
ference between Hypoſtaſis and gia, but that 
the one ſignifies common Nature, or generical 
Eſſence ;, and the other, ſingular Being or indi- 
vidual identical Subſtance : (beſides the Au- 
thors already cited ) (6) Cyril, (7) Damaſ- 


( I) Ov 0 ecc- 5 CArlani, 27. Xu beau N ob retro 
is 79 yo, Harel. 69. N. 70. | 

(2) Apud Theodoret. Hiſtor. Eccleſ. bib. 2. c. G. 

(3) De Synod. P. 227, 228. | 

(4) Reperta eſt Perſonæ Definirio; nature rationabilis indi- 
vidua Subſtantia. Lib. de Duab. Nat. 

(,) Ergo hæc nemo negat; Hoc efle greece odo i vel v 
oi dicunt, nos uno nomine Latine NEE dicimus. In 
opuſe. de homous. 

(6): "Hy e DaPopey To 7% - 1 20. v To @Topre, rele- 5 

| ca ge Ty v dd 2 Apud Cudworth, Intell. Syſt. P, 597 

( 7) 'Ovria vc Pos % > wopPy XAT 7886 4 ine raripas TEUTOY £50 » 
S Tu; Awv bc iu bow rd nend, TFeptiXcay 724 use ug d ros d o tis: UFO D 


5% Areſuer, & cf core, To regs Prim, Inſtitut. c., 2. p. 460,461 . 
1 329 cenè 


* 


458 


tene, (1) Leontins Byzantinus, (2) Theodore 


med, very expreſsly declare. 


Laſtly, Suidas gives us the Eccleſiaftical 
ſenſe of the word Hypoſt aſir, as ſignifyin Ying 


Of Me Unity of Cod. 


Abucara, and many Others that might be na- 


Subſtance : (3) Hypo ſta ſis (lays he) 7s Si 


« ftance particularized by C hara@eriſtical Pro- 


0 perties.” Again; © Hypoſtaſis is Subſtance 
* with itt particular Properties, by which it is 


« made to differ numerically from others of the 


<« ſame kind. 


'Tis abundantly evident therefore from what 
hath been ſaid, that the word bypoftafs anti- 


ently never ſig nified leſs than numerical Sub- 
| ſtance ;, and or the Chriſtian Church from 


the Beginning, till the Times of the School- 
men in the lateſt Centuries, (as Dr. Cudworth 


Has alſo obſerved (4) in the place above refer- 


red to,) never meant by Hypo/tafts the Scho- 


laſtick ſenſe of Perſon as diſtinguiſhed from 


Sub ſtance. 


( 1) Oui X zen, res uc is, 51 80 0. boo. MY 20 ti0bg brd 
Tao, J, ons b e rev Se- AEST. Bibliothec. patrum. 
P. 493. 

A 2) Iley TCR pore ace. 8 ml rrera. To ud raren Ne, fu 70 
V 1055 @vos; befund er us. Na £0165 Ao t A 00% sien 
&ured ν,iννẽj e uνẽõ· TE sr X64 di Bibliothec. Patr. 
P. 374. This Author makes the Three Perſons to be Three 
Gods, as much as Perer, James, and Fohn, are Three Men : 
But allows Neither of them; becauſe he underſtands the Terms 
God and Man to be general Names, denoting not Perſon or 
Agent, but a Nature in general, common to Many. As you 

alio do: Sermons p. 144, wy, 

6) Tao lan; schi ob- N. rect vapauuripid als apart, 
Fp tis, £716) GOO Ich parTEh TW OI Auf ran, Ta ah 
Twy eprouudoy dle i,. In voce iricluru. 

(4) See above, P. 4. 


I bow 
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I hope the Learned Reader will excuſe my 


being thus long upon an Argument of Criti- 


ciſim; which was neceſſary to be ſet in a clear 


Light, in order to ſhow, that when you uſe 


or ſeem to uſe the word hypoſiaſis in the mo- 
dern Scholaſtick ſenſe, you lead your Reader 


into a Notion different from All Antiquity ; 


and when you uſe the ſame word in That 
ſenſe wherein the Antients underſtood it, you 
by adding the Notion of Equal Supremacy, 
(which the Anrients n diſclaimed,) 
introduce manifeſt Polythei ſin. | 

But to proceed. You tell me, that, to ſay, 


« The One God is one Perſon only, and the 


P. 3524 


% Father That Perſon, is the Very Eſſence of 


yi Sabelianifm, and the Dodrine of 
* S1moſata.” This is Romantick Hiſtory ” 


indeed! For All who know any thing of An- 
tiquity, know that the profeſſed Doctrine of 
thoſe who oppoſed Paul of Samoſata and the 


Sabellians, was, that The One God (by way 
of eminence) was the Perſon of the Father, 


Paul of 


and that the Word or Son was the Lord (or 


God) By whom the Father made all things: 


We Paul of Samo ſata, and the Sabellians, 
taught that The One God was not the Father 


only, but Father and Son and Holy Ghoſt - And 


they aſſerted that the Word or Son was The 
One Supreme God, being [My@> de- 
the internal Reaſon of God, and one diſtin& 
Appearance only or Manifeſtation of the one 
God, as the Father was another. So that the 


Eſſence of SabeCiquiſm and Fe Doctrine of 


Paul 


—— — — 
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paul of gamoſata, evidently was, (as I have | 
before obſerved from Origen, from the Council 


of Antioch, from Euſebius, and others; and 


which alſo plainly appears from Bajil, Hilary, | 
and all the Pof-nicene as well as Ante, -nicene | 


3 352. 
e 


9 


2 1 


« God 


07 FA Unity of God. 2 


Fathers * that They did LA, T are ac] 


deſtroy the Real Exiſtence of the Perſon of 
the Son, making all the Perſons to be [Ta 
Togo] one and the ſame identical eri ing Be. 
ing. In oppoſition to which opinion, Origen | 
and Euſebius aſſert that the Son or Word is 


not himſelf The One God Supreme over all; 


which is the Notion for which Sabellius wis 
excommunicated. And the Council of An. 


tioch, in their Condemnation of Paul of Samo- 


ſata, aſſert the Perſon of the Father only, to be 
[ Jes T6» S] the God of the Univerſe , ſti- 
ling it zmpious to call The God of the Univerſe 
an Angel or Meſſenger, at the ſame time that 


they expreſsly affirm the Son or Word to be 
an ngel or Meſſenger. All which is a manifeſt 
Demonſtration, that it was the concurrent Ca- 
tholick Ante-nicene Doctrine, that The One God 


(by way of Eminence) Was tbe Perſon of the 
Father only, 


Upon the Text 1 Cor. 8, 6, you ask me, 


how can I, © after ſo plain and expreſs a Text 


ce to the contrary, pretend that the Son alſo is 
in the Scripture-ſenſe of” the word, 
* God ,” and © make Two Gods in the ſame 
relative-ſenſe, in which St. Paul is ſuppoſed 
to uſe the word, God ?“ You add: „ Haw 


A 


* 


c 


* come you off of This ? By the belp of a 
Diſtin&ion, 


B , r 


Qu. XXIII. Of the Unity of Col. 461 
. Diſtinfticn, 1 ſuppoſe : And ſo can We, by _ 


« Diſtinfion much Older and better warranted.” 


I anſwer: St Paul's own Diſtinction is, I 
think, the Oldeſt and the beſt warranted : 


One God, of whom are all things; and One 


Lord, by whom are all things.” To ſay that 


the Son is God, or that he is That One Lord, 
i by ꝛe hom are all things ,” is no way contrary 
to This Text: But tis certainly contrary to ir, 
to ſay that he is The One God, of whom are all 
things; this being the Apoſtle's very definition 
of the Father, in expreſs contradiſtinction to 
RM. oe t/a e 
But We can give a Reaſon (you ſay) why P. 353- 
* the Son was tacitly included,” What! in- 
cluded in the One God, the Faiher ; in thoſe 
very words, wherein he is expreſsly diſtinguiſhed 
from the One God, the Father 
The unreaſonableneſs of your diſtintion of _ 
the “ perſonal and eſſential ſenſe; has been F. 354. 
ſhown above, p. 369. 5 3 
After This, you make a long Harangue 5. 308 


adout © ſhowing a conſiſtent Scheme, conſiſtent zo. 


* with the Scripture and with itſelf,” and tell 
us © how well it becomes men to ſubmit Their 
* Fancies, or Preſumptions, to divine Revela- 
* tion.” This is the very thing we contend 
for : And our great Complaint is, that you ne- 
ver once expreſs your Doctrine in Scripture- 
words. Not only ſo: But whenever you 
would ſeem to lay down the very queſtion it- 
ſelf, the matter whoſe Difficultics are to be 
explained; you always make ſome Propolition 
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O the Unity of Cod. 
of your own to be (as it were) the Text 
whoſe Meaning we are to argue about, in- 


ſtead of conſidering whether it be it (elf right- 


ly deduced from the Texts of Scripture. In 


ule of unſcriptural Expreſſions : But the Do- 


P. 363. 


F. 365. 


explaining and commenting upon the Doctrine 
of Scripture, men may and cannot but make 


arine itſelf to be explained, certainly ought 
always to be a Scripture-Propoſition, See, Mo. 


deſt Plea, p. 179 Oc. Allo the words of 
(1) Ball an 


d (2) Euſebius, cited in the 
Margin. . 


5 The paſſage you cite out of Origen, C 
87 Jeov, 1d ra Aa To u,] has been largely 
conſidered above, p. 83, G. And with what 


Truth you affirm him to infer, that the Father 


and Son are One Object of MWorſbip; appears 


ſufficiently from his own expreſs Explications 
ot this matter, cited above, p. 24, 42, and 


1 368. 


382. 8 ON | 
Your Charge againſt Dr. Clarke for (cutting 
* ſhort” a Paſſage of Chryſoſtom, is extremely 


_ unreaſonable, In conſidering the Senſe of 2 


Text of Scripture, it was not at all pertinent to 
obſerve hrt Conſequences Chryſoſtom thought 


might or might not be inferred from the Do- 


(1) Het 5 rr eue ver 786 „Ag £55 piss, pwnd ev rag 
aa æNuiar Tepttp 24: St rte, vopuare 5 wiv gel, iel duch. 
& T&prAzBomuey Fae The YU per Ons, N TyV 276 T8 re KYOTO 
pricey dePrury Ov 5 cy Ty £P:upioss e TpeT1Yopav 1 c νν, 


| Ypuar, & Cv Th vie ate The Frorur©» 


/ : 4 845 4 TER E-. - 
aovyig, Epilt. 410. | 


(2) Ax eg Pots Xpho aa Paruic, ue Yeo 4 Tao D wee! 
Ts nel cen eg NN Tow inx)\aciay, Epiſt, ad Ceſaream, apud 


Sotrat. lib. 1. 


ctrine; 


ſoſtom was allowed to be) the True apps 
of the Text itſelf. Nevertheleſs, to pre- 


vent even ſuch unreaſonable Complaints the 


Doctor in his Second Edition, added the Whole 
Paſſage. And yet even This 19 ſeems) will 


* not ſatisfy you. | 5. 


A ERY XXIV. 


Ty derber Gal. 4, 2. may not be enouz b to de- 
termine the Diſpute betwixt us : 6 nce it ob- 
liged the Doctor to confeſs that C hriſt is 
by Nature truly God, as truly as Man is 
by Nature truly Man. 

He equivocates there indeed, as Uſual. For, 
be will have it to ſignify, that Chriſt is God 
by Nature, only as having by that Nature 
which be derives from the Father, true Di- 
vine Power and Dominion: that is, be is 
truly God by Nature, as having a Nature 
 diftin from and inferiour to God's, wanting 


the _ Eſſential Character of God, Self- 


exiſtence, What is this but rrifling with 


Words, and playing fast and looſe 2 


Anſw. 


| « be derives n the Father, bas 
True divine Power and Dominion That i 18 
to ſay, he is Truly and Really (as the Evange- 

lit and the Apo ſile ſtiles him) That God or 

That 


HE Son, ( by that Nature . 


Qu. XXIn. Of the Unity of God. 463 
ctrine; but what was indeed (and by Chry- 


£99, 


P. 370. 
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Of the Unity of Coll. 
That Lord, (Joh. 1; 1, 3. and 1 Cor. 8, 6.) 
BY or Through whom are all things. But yet, 
(not being Selfgexiſtent; not being the Fa- 
ther and Firſt Cauſe of all; not having his 
Perfections abſolutely of Himſelf, original, un- 
derived, and independent on Any ;) he is not 
The One God, O F whom are all things. Whe— 
ther the endeavouring to ridicule ſo expreſs. 
a Scripture-diſtin&ion, calling it “ Equivoca- 
“ ring,” and © rrifling with Words, and play- 
ing faſt and looſe,” whether This, I ſay, | 
be a Leal according to Knowledge ; and whe. 
ther theſe Expreſſions (if decent) might not 
with far greater Juſtice be retorted upon your 
Notion, of Self-exiſtence not being a Real and 
Eſſential Perfection of the God, from and of 
whom are all things; I leave the Reader to 
Judge. 8 


In your Defenſe of This Query, you 
inſiſt upon it, that you“ never pretend that 
« Self. exiſtence 7s an eſſential Character of 
God.“ You © deny it abſolutely.” You ſup- 
pole it to be © merely Negative, and call it a 
* Perſonal Character; but Neceſſary Exiſt- 
% ence, an Eſſential Character.“ You call 
Self-exiſftent an © ambiguous Term,” an © equi- 
% vocal Word,” You tell us, that & the Me- 
« raphyſical Definition of One Self-exiſtent, 
„ underived, independent, Supreme Being, — 
« ts properly a Definition of the Divine N A- 
« TURE, abſtracting from the conſideration 
w the Diſtinction of PER SONS; a 

„ 


| Qu. XXIV. Of the Unity of God. i 465 
that, in This Definition, © the words SE. 
& exiſtent, underived, independent, are not 
% confidered as Perſonal Characters, but Eſ- 
4 ſential.“ Surely there never was a greater 
Heap of Abſurdities put together. 
In the 1/f place: To fay that Self ex/?- 
| ence is not an Fſſential, but Perſonal Cha- 
racer; and yet that, at the ſame time, in 
a Definition (approved by you) of the 
Supreme Being, Se/f-exiftent is not conſidered 
as a Perſonal, but Ejjential Character; is 
directly contradicting yourſeltf. 
2a. To call SH exiſtent an ambiguons 
Term and an equivocal Word, is highly ridi- 
culous; becauſe it always has one determi- 
vate preciſe Meaning, and never ſignifies more 
| nor 14e% than exi/ting of itſelf by the abſolute 
Neceſſity of its own nature, without deriving 
from any other cauſe whatſoever, in any man- 
| ne whatſoever, = : 5 
zal. How weak and abſurd it is, to call 
* | Self-exiſtence a Character - merely Negative; 
has been ſhown above, p. 226. l 
| 4thly. Nothing is more evident to common 
; Senſe, than that the diſtinction of perſonal and 
| || fextial Character, has no place in the caſe 
| of Selfeexi/tence, For the Eſſence of God, 
and the Living Agent whoſe that Self- exiſtent 
Eſſence is, are manifeſtly Both of them equal- 
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| ly Self-exiſtent. | 
5thly. In Another caſe, where the Diſtincti- 
on of perſonal and eſſential really takes place, 
There you have coxfounded the Two Cha- 
rafters. In That Metaphyfcal Definition, 
a which 
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P. 377. 


_ Effence, At the ſame time (feeling perhaps 


Perſonal. But to proceed. 


P. 374. 


of the Unity of Cod. 


which you ſay 2s froperly a Definition of the 


Divine NATURE, 6%. rett from the conſi- 
gderation of PERSON, you include the word 


Supreme : As if Supremacy was a character, 
not of a Lig Agent, but of an Al ſtract 


this Abſurdity) you immediately drop the 
word Supreme, and declare the remaining 


parts of the definition to be He, Cha- 
racters: As if in the definition of an Een, 
alſtract from the conſideration of Perſon, part 


* 


of the characters could be eſſential, and part 

In oppoſition to the Notion of Dominion 
making God to be God, you ask; - Wiat was 
God, before the Creatures were made? or 


* aid he Then legiu to be God by Nature, when 
; 


C3 


** Dominicn over it ff And you add: * Upon 


theſe Principles, the Father Þimſclfo——— 
might not have been God at ail, if he bad 
pleaſed to mare ao Creatures.” I aniwer : 


(e 


Ln 


< 


cc 


Was not God, before he created the Uni- 


verſe, O h, the Self exiſtent Living Agent, 
of infinite Power and all other Perfections ? 
Was he not God in the fame ſenſe, as he was 
Fiſt and Good, Rizhteous and Merciful; which 
Attributes you allow to come into the Defi- 
nition of God? As therefore God could exer- 
ciſe no Acts of Kightcorſneſs or Goodneſs, 


till ſome intelligent Beings exiſted, towards 


whom they might be exerciſed; ſo neither 


"could he exerciſe any Ads of Power and Do- 


ininion, till ſomething was created, over 
* 3 Which 


he created the Univerſe, and began to haut 


Qu. XXIV. Of the Unity of God. 
which he might exerciſe Dominion. Yet, in 
like manner as, before the World was made, 
he might very properly be ſaid to be Good 
and Juſt, as having That Diſpaſition from 


whence Acts of Goodneſs and Juſtice natural- 


ly proceed: So alſo he might be very proper- 
ly ſtiled God, as having eſſentially in his Na- 
ture all Power, from whence Ade, of Domi- 


nion naturally proceed likewiſe. And as a 


King is the fame Manu, and has the fame 
Subſtance and Eſſence and natural Faculties 
of a Man, whether his Subjects a&nuull; ex- 
iſt or no; but yet his relative Title of Mug, 
is always with Regard to the Government of 
Subjects: So God is the ſame ferfect Being, 
and has the fame Eſence, Powers and Attri- 
butes, whether any thing is created or 
no; and yet his Title of God, in the Scrip- 
tural, Religious, and moral Senſe, is always 


with Relation to his Governing of the Uni- 


verſe. 

Aſter all: © For the True Senſe and import 
« of that Text, Gal. 4, 8 you © refer to 
© the Learned Gentleman, who bas ſo well 
« defended This Text againſt Dr. Clarke.” 
And T alfo, for the Trae Senſe and Import of 
the fame Texts, refer to Dr. Clarke*s Scrip. 
Doctr. 2d Edit. p. 23: And to his Anſwer to 
Mr. Nelfon, fp. 76: And to a Book intituled, 
A Modeſt Plea, Oc. p. 245. Where this mat- 
ter is fully cleared. - 1 

' Your Concluſion of This Chapter, is Admi- 
rable. © If; inſtead of Metaphyſicks (v, 
* nut always be conteut to ſtand corrected by 
MAY”. - H h 2 * Goſ- 


467 


P. 375. 


* True 
Script. 
Doctr. 
continu- 


ed, p. I 3. 


P. 3714 


468 


| Whether it be not clear from all the genuine Re- | 


5. 378. 


Of the Unity of God. 
&* Goſpel-Revelation,)) "we chuſe to thke our 
« Defmition of God from SCRIPTURE; 


Ihen [What 'Then ? Why, Then we muſt 
Fake our Definition of God, it ſeems, NO T from 


Scripture, but from Melan#on + For Then) 


© That of Melan@on will be more full and 
© compleat ;” Deus eſt Eſentia — verax,— 


juſta, miſericors, & c. As if Veracity, Mercy, 


and the like, were Properties not of a Living 


Agent, but of an Abſtradt Eſfence. For lo 
the word Eſſence, in That Definition, is ex- 
preſsly diſtinguiſhed from Perſonal Agent. 


Qvegry XXV. 


mains of Antiquity, that the Catholick Church 


before the Council of Nice, and even from 


the Beginning, did believe the Eternity and 
Conſubſtantiality of the Son; if either the 
oldeſt Creeds, as interpreted by thoſe that re- 
cite them; or the Teſtimonies of the earlieſt 
Writers, or the publick Cenſures paſs'd upon 
Hereticks, or particular Paſſages of the an- 
cienteſt Fathers, can amount to a Proof of 4 


thing of this Nature ? 


Anſw. J Have already ſhown, that the 6. 
taphyſical queſtion concerning © the 
Eternity and Conſubſtantiality of the Son,” 
no way affects the Truth of Any of Dr Clarke's 
| a Joh 33 


Qu. XXV. Concerning the Senſe, &c. 469 
Propolit ions. But here I cannot but take no- 
tice, With what an unreaſonable Preſumption 
This Query is worded, - For None of © the 

** oldeſt Creeas,” mention any thing of theſe _ 
Matters at all; and therefore you are forced 

to add, “ as interpreted by thoſe that recite 

* them.” And the moſt remarkable © Cen- 

ce ſures paſſed upon Hereticks” of old, were 
upon the Ebionites, who taught that Chriſt 

was a mere Man, in whom the Supreme God 
dwelt : and upon Cerinthas, who taught that 

the Son of God was not himſelf made man, 

but only united to a Man: and upon the 
Valentinians and Manichees and Cataphrygians, 
from whom aroſe the Doctrine of Neceſſary _ 
Emanations : and upon Sabellius and Paul of 
Samoſata, who taught (To Tavrogow) the no- 

tion of Individual Conſubſtantiality, And 
among the Fathers” themſelves, there was 
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I great variety of opinion concerning theſe 
Matters: Some ſuppoſing that the Son was 
originally [the . eder] the internal 
| Reaſon of the Father; which is either ma- 


king him nothing but an Attribute, or ſup- 
| poſing him to have eternally exiſted ozly 
mentally or ideally in the Father: And ſo 
| did all other things. Others ſuppoſed him 

to have really exited in the Father from 
Eternity, but not to have been emitted as a 
perſon or diſtinò Agent, till the time of crea- 


h ting the material World. Others taught him 
do be a Part of the Father's Subſtance, as a 
1 Branch is part of a Tree; and Some perhaps, 
; that he was co-immenſe with the Father's Sub- 
a 914 H h 3 8 ſtance. 
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Concerning the Senſe / 


ſtance. All which Notions are the lefs to 


be wondered at, conſidering how many Phi. 


loſophers (according to the ſeveral Hypothe- 


ſes of the times they lived in,) imagined 41! 
Spirits, and even Humane Souls, to be pro- 


duced, not out of Nothing, but out of the 
Divine Subſtance, From whence 'tis evident, 


that zo mere Metaphyſical Speculations ought 
to be made the Ground of Religious Dottrines | 
and Practices. However, One thing is clear 
from i eAntiquity, (and you have not been 
able to alledge any One paſſage from any 


Ante-Nicene Writer to the contrary ;) that 


They who believed the Son to have been 


Always with the Father, as a real Perſon; 
and to have been, not out of Nothing, but 


out of the Father's Subſtance ; did All of them 


uniformly fo explain it, as to aſſert with 


great diſtinctneſs, that they believed him to 


have been, not Self-exiſiing with the eAppro- 
bation of the Father, (which 1s your Notion,) 
but Begotten BY the Power and BY the Wil) 
of the Father; and conſtantly obſerved That 
diſt inction in their Reaſonings, and in their 
Worſhip. See Dr. Clarke's Scripture- Doctrine, 
Part II. F. 17. Sce alſo above, the Anſwer to 

Query VIII. 1 8 f 


Your Defenſe of This Query, is nothing | 
but a confuſed Heap of Words, relating to 


 Metaphyfical Subtilties, wide of the True Pot 
in Queſtion, and which have been alreac 
abundantly anſwered in the foregoing Pages. 


The Sum is, briefly, as follows. 


| . . 


—— * 323 
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I//. Whereas you go on to call certain Me- 7. 380. 


taphyſical Speculations © the Main of? our 
Doctrine, the Very Porats in widich? our 
Scheme 15 contaimed, aud on which it turas:” 
It has already been often anſwered, that theſe 
things are not the main, not the Very Points, 
not indeed Any Points at all in the preſent 


Queſtion : Becauſe, which way ſoever any 


of Theſe Points be determined, (unleſs with 
Sabellius you make the Father and Son, not 


00gin, but raur 287:0,) Dr. Clarke's Propoſi- 
tions will {till all of them remain equally 


True and untouched. The True and Only 
material Queſtion between us, is, WHO is 
the Alone Firſt Cauſe and the Alone Supreme 
 Governour of the Univerſe, and in WHOM 


Alone All Honour and Glory ought finally to 
terminate? . 

2. In your manner of uſing the Terms, 
Oze Sulſtanuce; „Ihe Couſubſtautiality, cali 
* it individual, or call it ſpecicæ;” * 4 Con- 


CC 


© fubſtantiality, in ſome ſenſe or other , ©U- 


* za Subſtantia : And in your ſaying, © the 
* Subſtance of the Son MIGHT be juſtly 


called the Fathers Subſtance.” And, A4 


proper Conſubſtautiality is all Lam concern- 


* ed far; Whether it ſhall be called Specifick 
* or Numerical, I am in no pain about it; 
Neither of the Names exattly ſuits it, nor 


perhaps any other we can think on; It is 


© ſuch a Conſubſtentiality as preſerves the 
Unity Sc.“ Inall This, I fay, and in ma- 


ny Other Paſſages which I have above cited, 


p. 344, 442, you ſpeak with a Confuſed Un- 


4 certainty. 


P. 378, 


p. 380, 


389. 
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taiut) Sometimes, as if you would have 
your Reader think, chat the Father and Son 
were one and the ſame, individual identical 
Whole. Subſtance :., Which is making them, 
not 9ozoin, but raue, Hanel, Or Aol. 
ron. Tis making the Son to be, not * Th; 


80125 Ts TaTes, (as the Council of Nice de- 


ter mined,) but Himſelf FE sgia, 8 FETs, 


"Tis making God to be Ala der, rTerrgl- 


o@79, Which is Euſebius's definition of Sabel. 
lian aſi "Tis making the Father and Son to 
be eu r vrxapay, Which in your own words 
1. 351. © expreſſes the Sabellian Notion very diſtinci. 
+ Jy,” At other times you ſpeak as if you 
would have your Reader think, that the Fa- 
ther and Son are Two diſt inet "and diſyinctly 
* 32h, intelligent Sul ſtances, only undiuided or in- 
ſeparably united: Which (ſuppoſing them to 
be of equally Supreme and independent Au- 
thority) is manifeſt Polytheiſm 5 Two S2. 
preme Gods, inſeparably united. Tis indeed 
x: preſerving the Unity,” but of What? of 
p. 389, mere abſtract metaphyſical Subſtance only, not 
at all of Oze Living God, See below, on 

A XXIX. 
„ "The Antients, by denying all © Diviſion, 
384,385. © ſciſſion, or Diminution, of the Father's 


„ Subſtance,” did not mean to affirm that the 


Son was the (1) individual identical Sub- 
ſtance of the Father; but only to aſſert the 
abſolute Inwutability of the Father in all re- 


(1) See ae: p. 344, 351, 442. Alſo Euſebii Epiſt. ad Ca- 
fender apud Socrat Hiſt. . lib. 1. & apud Theod. lib. 1. 


ſpetts, 


Qu. XXV. of Antiquity, 473 
ſpects. And that, as One Fire lights another, 
without any diminution of itſelf ; fo God (al- 
lowing always for the Difference between 
Intelligent eAgency and unintelligent Neceſſity) 
generated the Son from Himſelf, a perfect 
Image of Himſelf, by his ineffable incompre- 
henſible Power, without any Diviſion, Ab- 
ſciſſiun, or Diminution of bis own Subſtance, 
in any manner whatſoever. ace 
4. Nothing can poſſibly be invented more 
ablurd, more contrary to Scripture, and to 
the Generality of the eAntient Fathers too, 
than what you here call the STRICT p. zes. 
« fenſe of the word God, as ſignifying 
« Subſtance ;> Subſtance, abſtract from the 
conſideration of intelligent living Perſonal 
Powers. Tis exactly the ſame thing, as to 
ſay that the word Mug STRICTLY 
ſignifies the abſtract Subſtance of the Per- 
lon who governs, and not the Living Go- 
vernour himſelf. 

5. Your Abſurdity in imagining the word P. 378, 
individual“ to be capable of different Sen- 31935 
ſes, has been ſhown above, p. 307. 

6. The unreaſonableneſs of your Charge 
upon Dr. Clarke, of making the Son 4 P. 380. 
Creature; has alſo been ſhown above, 

7 301, 339. | 8 | 

7. The Inconliſtency of your allowing 7. 355, 
„ the Father to be Head and Fountain of 
* eAll,” and yet that the Son has LL 
et he eſſential Perfe<tions of the Father in 

* common; as if, being the Alone Head, 
| origi- 


P. 388. 


P. 389. 


Concerning the Senſe | 
original Author and Fountain of all, was 55 
eſſential Perfection: The Inconſiſtency « 
This, I ſay, has likewiſe been ſhown above 
P. 318, O paſſim, TE IE 

8. The ©. Antients appropriating Worſhi: 
« to the One True God, and worſhipping the 


& Sou notwithſtanding; is nothing to the 
Purpoſe of hour Argument. Becaule, in 


whatever Sexſe they appropriated Worſhip to 
the One True God, they appropriated it to 
the Oue God and Father f all; Theſe Phra- 
ſes, The One true God, and The One God and 
Father of all, being Synu9nuimous in All An- 


tiquity. 


itt: preſerve. the Priority if 


« the Father, and withal the Divinity, the 
o eſſential Divinity of the Sou; is no Dit- 
ficulty. But what your Argument pretends 


to, is to preſerve the Priority of the Father, 
and withal the Equal Supremacy of tie 


Son in point of eAuthority and Dominion 


Which is a direct contradiction both to Res. 


ſon, and to the whole Scripture, and to it- 


fel. 


4 


55 QUERY 


0 


| Qu. XXVI. | 0 Antiquity. ; 


Q UE R Y. XXVII. 


W Het her the Doctor did not equi vocate or pre- 


varicate ſtrangely, in ſaying, The Genera- 
lity of Writers before the Council of Nice, 
were, in the whole, clearly on his fide : 


when it is manifeſt, they were, in the general, 


no farther on his ſide, than the allowing a 
Subordination amounts to; no farther than 
our own Church is on his fide, while in 


the main Points of Difference, the Eternity 


475 


and Conſubſtantiality, chey are clearly againſt 


him? That is, they were on his ſide, ſo 


far as we acknowledge him to be right, but 
nb farther. N 


Anſw, NR. Clarke did neither“ equivocateꝰ 

nor * prevaricate,” but affirmed 
a manifeſt 'Truth, © in ſaying, The Generality 
* of Writers before the Council of Nice, were, 
« in the Whole, clearly on his fide - Becauſe 


they generally agree with him (as is evident 
from his numerous Citations,) in all the Points 
laid down in his Propoſitions. The © Erer- 


eternity and Con ſubſtantiality, are neither 
* the main, nor at all the © points of dif: 
% ference ;” becauſe, in what manner ſoever 
thoſe points be determined, his Propoſitions 
are all nevertheleſs equally true. All that 
the Doctor contends for, is, that the Swpre- 
| 5 5 Macy 


P. 389. 
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Concerning the Senſe 


macy of him whom the Apoſtle. {tiles the One 
God and Father of all, wha is. Above all, 


ſhould uniformly, and conſtantly. be fo. ac- 


| knowledged, according to the Scriptures, as 
that Al Worſhip, ſhould be #9 the Glory uf 
God the Father, The Conſequence of which, 


(as well as the plain Import of the numerous 


Texts cited to that purpoſe, ) is, that the Sul. 
& dination of the Son, allowed” (as 


Jou confeſs) by the Primitive Writers, is nota 


Subordination merely nominal, conſiſt ing (ac · 
cording to you) in mere Paſition ar Order of 


Words, which in the Truth of Things is a 


Coordination; but that tis a real Subardi- 


nation of the Son to the Father, in point of 


Authority and Dominion over the Univerſe. 


This is the main, the true and only Point, 


Which being uniformly, and conſiſtently ac- 


knowledged ; metaphyſical Subtilties about 


Nature and Subſtance, never mentioned in 


_ Scripture, need not occaſion any Diſputes. 


P. 390. 
392. 


All © equivocating and prevaricating in this 
matter, (if it be commendable to uſe ſuch 
Expreſſions,) lies in making Szbordinat ion to 
conſiſt in the mere Order or placing of Words; 
which (however zuvaried the poſition and 


order of the words be,) is in reality a perfect 
Coordination. 


la your Defenſe of This Query, you again 


call Co- eternity and Conſubſtantiality ** the 
* Points in Queſtion ,”. the * Main Points,” 


the © leading "Poſitions, on which the reſt 
hang, and on which the Controverſy turns; 
e the 


I Qu XXVII. of Antiquity. 477. 
= the © very points of Difference between Us P. 398. 
"Nl © and the Doctor“ And yet you have been 

= often told, chat Theſe things are not in truth 

45 the Points of Controverſy at all. The Que- 
tion between Us is not; Whether the Son be 

b generated Confubſtantially, i. Tis golds rd ra- 

"5 Y res, or not; but whether he be generated 

at all, Nor is the Queſtion at all about Eter- 

* & ty, but about Self-exi/lent and independent 
Eternity. In a word, the True and Only Que- 

” ſtion is, whether, (Whatever he or be not the 

1 metaphʒſica] Subſtance or Duration of the Son; 


the Sapreme, original, underived, independent 
: Authority and Dominion, on which the (1) 
. Monarchy of the Univerſe depends, be not 


the Property of the Father eAlone. This is 

the ſingle Theological, the ſingle Religions 
Point in Queſtion. 2 

CY What you here repeat concerning Homoge- ». zor. 
u © neous Subſtance and Inſeparabilit); — una 

" | © ſumma res, one undivided Subſzance,” [which 

you call] © Oze Gad-> has been largely and 
diſtinly conſidered above, p. 206, 306, 344, 

N 4642 47%. oo ooo 3 | 
The eleven fictitious Poſitions you next P. 393. 
« {et down” for Dr. Clarke and Me, “in 

“ which” (you ſay) we © run manifeſily 

“ counter to the whole Stream of Antiquity ,” 

are a moſt unrighteous Repreſentation. Be- 

cauſe they are moſt of them very different 


(i) Vetus omnis Chriſtianorum Theologia Deo quidem Pa- 
thi Monarchiam attribuit, Filio vero & Spiritut Sancto bie- 
wiey, id eſt, Adminiſtrationem & Diſpenſationem. Valeſii Not. 
ad Euſeb. p. 5, 6: cited by yourſelf, 2. 418, 


from 


from our own true Poſitions, which you 


P. 393. 
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might as eaſily have tranſcribed. © 
1. We do not preſume to ſay, © the Son i, 
* NOT conſubſtantial with God the Father: 


But that, whatever be ſuppoſed concerning 
the Sub/tance of the Son, ſtill the Supreme 


Authority) and Dominion of the Father over | 
all, remains untouched, This is the Doctrine 
of Scripture, and the unanimous Senſe of all 


#34. 


Primitive Antiquity, 


2. We take not upon us to aſſert, that | 
the Son is © NOT eternal: But that, what- | 
ever be ſappojed concerning the Eternity of | 
the Son, ſtill the Supreme Authority and Do- 
minion of the Father over all, remains un- 


touched. This 1s the Doctrine of Scripture, 


and the unanimous ſenſe of all Primitive An- 
tiquity. 


3. The word, Js God, ſignifies neither 


«* Subſtance,” nor © Dominion and Authority,” 
but Him whoſe the Subſtance, and whoſe the 


Authority and Dominion is. Concerning 
the word, Jer, divinity, See above, p. 219. 


4. That “God the Father Only, was the God 


of Abraham, Iſaac and Jacob,“ is a Scripture 
Propoſition. Unleſs you will ſay that the 
Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, the God cf 
Abraham and of Iſaac and of Jacob, the God 
of our Fathers, who glorifyed RIS SON 
FESUS, is not the Father only, 1 

5. That © the Titles of One Only, Oc. are 
« excluſive of the Son; is alſo an exprels 
Scripture-Propoſition. Unlefs you will be {0 
abſurd as to ſay, that our Lord when he 

| 5 prayed. 


prayed, Father, t hat they may kzow Tbee 
the Only Trae Gd; and St. Paul when he 
profeſſed Oze God, the Father of whom are 
all things, in expreſs contradiſtinction from 
the One Lord, Feſus Chriſt, by whom are all 
t1ags ; meant both Father aud Son. e 
6. Concerning this Propoſition, * that the 5. 354. 
Son bad not diſtintt Worſhip paid him *till © 
© after his Reſurrection ,”” See above, on Que- 
XVII and XVIII. : 
J. We do not fay that © Father and Son 
© OUGHT not to be called One God 
But that The One God always in Scripture 
cxprefsly, and (I think) always in all the 
eAnte-Nicene Writers, DOES in fact ſignify. 
the Father. See above, p. 83, Rx © 
3. That © the Title of God, in Scripture, bis. 
* in an alſolute Conſtruction, always ſignifies 
r i © the Father ;> has been abundantly demon- 
” I ſtrated by Dr. Clarke. Concerning the Au- 
e tent Fathers applying © Texts of the Old 
> | © Teſtament, in which God is ſpoken of ab- 
e ſolutely, to the Su; ſee above, on Que- 
41 i) II. n 15 
e | 9. When St. Paul tells us, There is One 114. 
God, and One Mediatour; and that at the 
F Name of Jeſus, every Knee ſhould bow, — 
d | and every Tongue ſhould confeſs that Feſus 
NV i Chrift is Lord, TO the Glory of God the Fa- 
ther: Is he juſtly chargeable with teaching 
„that an inferiour God ma) be admitted be- 
ſs fies the Supreme, aud Worſhip [aid to Both?“ 
ſo II not, then neither are We chargeable with it. 


11 o 
* 10 


1 10. We 


2 en 
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P. 95. 10. We do not ay « the Son ig noi Efici- 
&. ent Cauſe of the Univerſe, and of all crea. 
< ted Beings :” But that he is not the Orjpi. 
nal Primary Efficient Cauſe, for whoſe Wil] 
and Pleaſure, and by whole Supreme, Abſo- 10 
lute, underi ved, independent Power aud Au. 
thorit), all things were brought into Being. 
Bi. 11; We do not ſay, „the Son Himſelf is 
Made or Created :” But that he was Be- 
gotten of the Father, as the Scripture declares j 
Begotten hy the incomprehenſible Power and 
Will of the Father, as all the Primitive Writers 
unanimouſly underſtood iti. With what Ju- 
ſtice you would have your Reader believe, that 
we do by conſequence, and © in other words,” 
ſuppoſe the Son to be Made; has been conſi- 
dered above, p. 301, 323, 339. N 
pv. 396. Concerning the Subordination,” which 5 
| (you ſay) © zs not at all pertinent” to the 
Doctor's purpoſe, though I think indeed it | 
is the Ozly material point in queſtion ; ſee 
above, p. 318. And concerning what you 
are pleaſed to call the © Temporal Generati- 
< 0a” of the Son © by the Will of the Fa- 
« ther” before the Creation of the World, 
as diſtinguiſhed from the Eternal Generati- 
en of the Son, independent on any Act of the 
Father; ſee above, . 277. „ 
What follows, from f. 398 to 421, 1 
paſs over, as relating only to the Learned 
Dr. Whitby, who has Himſelf written 4 
Reply. | 


Query 


Gu. wen | 7 4 OY M 1 


vt ER) Y- om. 


Whether the Lamud Doctor may not RY 
bly be ſuppoſed to ſay, the Fathers are on 
his fide, with the ſame Meaning and Reſerve 

as he pretends our Church-Forms to favour 
| him; that is, provided he may interpret as 
. pleaſes, and make them ſpeak His Senſe, 
BY However contradiflory to their own: And 
whether the true Reaſon why he does not 
| care to admit the Teſtimonies of the Fathers 
| as Proofs, may not be, becauſe they are 
- againſt him > 


= | Anſw. Wg, 2 Dr. Clarke may not rea- P. 4 
ſonably be << SUPPOSED 
. | © 70 ſay,” ec. And Wade the true Reaſon. 
of his not admitting the Teſtimonies of the Fa- 
chers as Proofs, © MAT not be,” & c. are Que- 
| ſtions proceeding merely from Zeal without 
Knowledge ; and therefore need not any Reply. 
b However, fince you are diſpleaſed with the 
N Doctor for not © admitting the Teſtimonies of 
> | © the Fathers as PROOFS,” but as Iluftr a- 
tions only of the Doctrine of Scripture ;, it 
[ would have been but Tuſt 1 in you to 1 
whether you yourſelf admit“ gf Teſtimonies 
& of the Fathers as PROOFS,” or as I- 
luſtrations only of the Do@rine of Scripture. 
As to © the Fathers” being © Againſt the Do- 
n 1 think, He has clearly ſhown in his 
. Scrip- 


482 


P. 424. 
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Scripture Doctrint; and, I think, I have abun. 

dantly ſhown in the preſent Treatiſe ; that 
all the Fathers of the Firſt Three Centuries and 
lower, almoſt unanimouſly agree with him 
in the Full Meaning of all his Propoſitions, 
And whereas you perpetually amuſe your Rea- 
der with calling © rhe Coceternit) and Confub. 
& fantiality of the Son, THE Points in que- 
ſtion;“ you have been often told, that theſe 
Metaphyſical Matters are not at all the Point: 


in queſtion ;, Becauſe, whatever different No- 


tions men frame to themſelves concerning 


- Theſe Points, yet, both in the Reaſon of things, 


P. 426. 


and in the whole Tenour of Scripture, and in 
the unanimous Judgment F all the Primitive 


Writers too, 'That Supremacy of the Father in 
point of Authority and Dominion, on which 


Alone the Monarchy of the Univerſe depends, 
and which (I ſay again) is the true and 


Only material point in queſtion, remains for ever 


unſhaken. | Fn: 
You proceed Now to ſhow what Miſtakes 
the Doctor has made in his Citations from the 


Fathers, or in his Deductions from them. 


Upon which I cannot but obſerve in general, 


how great a Commendation it really is of his 
Performance, that in a Book of near 500 


Pages, full of Quotations, ſo acute a man 


as Dr. Waterland could not find above 20 Pal- 
ſages to cavil at. Whereas I am perſwaded | 


ſhall make it appear to the impartial Reader, 


that in Your Book of the ſame Bigneſs, there 


ave 


is hardly Any One Page, wherein you h 
e not 


W c Call > "ati. : A. wars en. Sd... 
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not made either ſome Great Miſrepreſentation 

or ſome very inconcluive Deduftion., 
But to come to the Particulars. Lou begin F. 4:6. 

with a paſſage of Athanaſius, which you com- 

plain * the Doctor has miſrepreſented. You Serie, 

recite the Paſſage . ſo far (you ſay) as con- - : 

« cerns ug; and yet leave gut the Onlywords, 

for the ſake of which the Doctor was concern- 

ed to cite It, VIS. [Or 7 40 Q At . 0 

Harng Yes | the Father is called [in That Text, 

Mar. 12, 32.] the Only God. This was a plain 

Conceſſion, as to the Meaning of the Texc 

there mentioned. In what ſenſe the ſame Au- 

thor ſaid afterwards La & xa mear@y Aal du- 

Tos ] that the Son alſo was the Fir? as well as 

the Father; was not the Doctor's buſineſs to 

inquire. 55 . 

Next, you complain of * the Doctor's ren- F. 427. 

dring another paſſage of Athanaſius thus: (1) Doch. 

* The True God, who is moſt ſtrictly and ab- 3. Edit. 

« ſolurely ſuch, even the Farther of Chriſt.” . 

Since you are here offended at the word, | 

, © mf,” I will undertake that the Doctor, if 

That will pleaſe you better, (hall next time 

render it thus: © The Irue God, who is abſo- 

6 Bu lutely and flrifly ſuch, even the Father of 

nl © Cri.” To ſhow that theſe words are not 

La Conceffion of what the Doctor cited them 

for; you fay, © This is no more than Atha- 

r, * naſius WOULD have ſaid of the Son, and 


(i) Tes c %, drug dr N, Tov F xi. rer iga. And 
ve again: | Thy 1% 3 Aver &AnFwy Fro, Avyw' 0: Tov Tod pig 


ot TU TE2%, 3 | _ 
Ii 2 < indeed 
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© ited HAS fad” wi due 


WOULD indeed have faid, if you had in- 


dited for him; I will not undertake to anſwer : 


But that he * HAS ſaid” it, I abſolutely 


P. 428. 

* Script. 

Doctr. p. 
4 


deny. For the (1) words which you cite, 
are very different from what you affirm be HAS | 
ſaid in Thoſe words, See allo above, p. 36, 37. | 

Your next Complaint is, that, in another 
Paſſage of the fame Author, the * Doctor 
chuſes to fav. in his Tranſlation, © far above 
c all derivative Being,” inſtead of,“ far above | 
& all created Being.” Had you recited the (2) 
Greek words here, as you 0:2ght to have done; 
it would have appeared, that the Doctor, bv 
rendring the Phraſe [ywrw 80iay] derivative | 


Being, rather than Begotten Being, which the 


Greek words properly ſignifie; far from giving 


an advantagious Turn by his Tranſlation, did 


on the contrary take the leaſt Advantage po 


P. 429. 
* Script. 
Doctr. p. 


89, Edit. 


If. p.78. 


Edit. 2.4. 


the ſame ſentence of Athanaſius, ſee above, 
„ oe . 
Your Cavil upon the * Doctor's Tranſlation 
of a Paſſage in Euſebius, is moſt ridiculous as 
well as unjuſt, His © Tranſlation” does 
not © exclude the Son from AN Pro- 


ſible therefrom. Concerning another part of 


e per Efficiency in the Work of Creation o 


but from Supreme Self Authoritative E fficiency, 
The words in the Original are altogether as 


(1) 0 rr My © wy gt, xo & c-, GIN ths xe Moyo 
June F 50G mn 20 V Koi EVTY 0Y76 Few, 1 

(2) LeipbuE Ton; Ye; gia; 6 Tow xpiroes Fethp, Some 
Copies, for yewri;, have Yenrus.] | | 


ſtrong, 


„„ A a was AA 


Qu. XXVII. 1 Ari; - 43235 
ſtrong, as the Doctor's or Any man's Tranſl 
tion can make them. The Father's Efficien- 
ey is [TW T@Y JAG@y e TS TaTCS "AvJey- 
T Supreme and Self-authoritative ; the Son's. 
is [ rb umygeTor ] Miniſterial. 


Concerning the Paſſage of Chryſoſtom, ſee 2. 429. 
above, p. 462. 


The Words of Ba! [iow x TAvTS xaTd P. 430. 
Aiauu] which * the Doctor rendred, One = Seri. 
and the Same in Power,” ought indeed in Dor: 
ſtrictneſs to be rendred, © Equal and the Same 4. f. 
« with reſpect to Power,” But it makes no 7! 92, E- 
difference at all, as to the Meaning of the N 
Text there commented upon. Nor is there 
Any Senle in ſuggeſting, that „he Doctor 
me ans one thing by Power, and Baſil ano- 
ether; unleſs you will ſ uppoſe Baſs to mean, 

that the Son's Power is co-ordinate to, and not 
derived from the Father. Which if he did 
not, the Quotation was pertinent, to ſhow that 
even Baſil underſtood the word 'Ey in That 
| her, Fob. 10, 30, to mean E. xar« Ada 
Which is All He was cited for. 

The words of Irenæus, which * the Doctor P. 430 
tranſlated thus ; © in a divine and glorious man- 3 
« ner ; and of which, you ſay, * the true Ren- 102, E- 
« dring 3 is, in bis Divine and glorious Chara- 4. 1. 
* Cer;“ are in the Doctor's + Second edition + ». 94. 
Thus rendred : (1) „ The word of God did 


* himſelf, in a divine and glorious manner, [ or, 
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. in bis divine and glorious Nature, in bis. 

6c Godlike ſtate and capacity; the words Nara 

c 79 Jeixoy v. dg, being the ſame as, 2 

e poepy Js, in the form of God; converſe 

« * the Patriarchs before Moſes, and with 

„ rhoſe under the Law, Gi“ Upon This, 

p. 490, You obſerve ; © He has ſaid as much as could 
431- 66: by expected of him And yet you are ſtill 
reſolved, not to be ſatisfied. What you diſlike, 
is, that He underſtands Ireneus to ſpeak | 

of Chriſt's appearing as the Repreſentative 

of the Father; in the Perſon of the Fa- 

< ther,” as (1 ) Theophilus expreſſes it. Which 

that it was the Unanimous ſenſe of all the 
Antient Fathers, the DoQor has largely ſhown 

in the place now referred to: And I have 
abundantly confirmed the lame i in the preſent 
"Treatiſe. 

P. 431. Your next Obſervation is upon * the Do- 
* scripe. ctor's citing the following Paſſage of Juin: 
* (2) © It was not God the Creator of the Uni- 
Ait. iſt. © werſe, which then ſaid ta Moſes, that He 
| 4.1%, © was the God of Abraham G. Here you 
© are angry with the Doctor, (I ſhould ſay, with 
Fuſlin : For you do not pretend to find fault 

with the Tranſlation :) You are angry with 
Tuſtin : And inſtead of ſaying that the Angel 

who appeared viſibly to Moſes, was Not God 

The Creator of the Univerſe, you wiſh he 


(1) — 72 ri cen red nt PET els ran GAG), 
Ad Autol. I. 2. 


1 Ox © rens Tay A get Otis © To Macs A aur 


as _ An RC Fuſtin, Dial. p. 180. Edits, Febb, 


had 
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had ſaid that he Was God the Creator of the 
Univerſe, only not © tbe Perſon of the Father.” 
deer Fuſtin's Argument why the Father 
the Univerſe could not be an Angel or vi- 
4 Meſſenger, is notoriouſly and expreſsly 
drawn, not from his Paternity, but from his 
| Supremacy over all, Juſtin is Here proving to 
Trypho the Jew, that beſides The one Supreme 
God and Maker of all Things, in the Belief of 
whom both Jews and Cbriſlians were agreed, 
there is another divine Perſon, who appeared 
to the Patriarchs and to Moſes ;, who is called 
[x21 dryryeAor xa Joy op, ] | oth an Angel and 
God; and who (1) “ Miniſtred to the Will of 
the Maker of all Things, having been (2) Be- 
© gotten of the Father 85 his Will.“ And he 
argues, that the Perſon who thus appeared, 
could not be De rouyr ys 7 oXav ] The Maker of” 
the Univerſe, but one who was his Meſſenger 
and miniſtred to bis Will; becauſe (3) no one, 
who bas the leaſt Senſe, can be imagined to 
affirm, that the Maker and Father of the Uni- 
ver ſe, leaving the Super-celeſtial Manſions, ſhould 
appear viſibly in a little corner of the Earth. 
It Dr. Clarke could not, upon His Principles, 
| bave confuted the Jew; ; *tis plain enough Ju- 
ſtin never thought of confuting him upon 
dung. On the contrary he uſes the _ 


(1) T5 i res roinrod Tay any N- UTTHQETTOY , x TY ang 
aue e dener n ug. p. 180, | 
(2) Ard red TFaTpo; Ne g vrt. p. 1 83. 


| (3) Ou Toy roinr an oh Kath Teepe, — ice l 
op Axcrres, e a 75 poogics . Dαν , T 0% 65iT oy 3 ra bir 


ven ved v, ToAwyrs £759. p. 130, 
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Caution imaginable, that Trypho might not 
think he was arguing for Another Perſon's 


being The Supreme God, beſides That Perſon 


in whom they Both believed: Telling him 
over and over, that That Divine Perſon, whom 


he was proving to be the Chrift, was not ab- 


ſolutely [” n Toy ov] The Maker of 
the Univerſe, but the Angel or Meſſenger of 


Him; and, though having at the {ame time 


the Title of God, yet miniſtring in all things 
to the Will and Commands of The One Supreme 
Creator. Nothing can poſſibly be more evi- 
dent, than that This is Juſtin's true Meaning: 
And had you had a Mind to inſtru& the un- 


learned Reader, you ſhould have laid the whole 


Paſſage fairly before him, and not have given 
him your own Notion inſtead of Juſtin's, 
15 93. Next, you ſay, * the Doctor does not do 
Script. (c 


Debt . Fuſtice to Hilary,” in rendring the words 


116, E. [G Dominus & Deus eft prædicatus, ] is & cal- 


. &« led Lord and God; when it “ ſhould have 


Edit. 2d. c been, is declared to be Lard and God.” It 


* 


ſeems, you were here very hard put to it, to 
find Fault. 
4. 412, You proceed to complain grievouſly againſt 
+553 the Doctor, for * making a large citation out 
Doftr. p. of Novatien's 31ſt chapter, without taking 
Ea %. Notice of That Part of a ſentence wherein 
5. 218, arethe words [Per Sub ſtantiæ Communionem] 
304,305, % By communion of Subſtance.” Which words, 


Edit. ad. you ſay, are the beſt, and indeed Only 


« Light, te direct the Reader to the true 


* Meqgning of what is cited. And whereas 


Qu. XXVII. of | Antiquity. 


the Doctor in his Tranſlation makes uſe of the 


words, [“ in acknowledgment ] you bid me 
« mind the words,” and obſerve that © Nova- 
« tian, in This place, had no Thought of Ac- 
i knowledgments, nor any thing like it; Bug 
was Intent upon quite another thing; explain- 


the Union and Communion of Subſtance in 


ing and illuſtrating, as well as he was able, 


( Father and Son.“ Now how groundleſs 


and unreaſonable All this Charge is, whoe- 


ver is at the pains to read this whole Chap- 
ter of Novatian, will be ſurprized to ſee. 


The Chapter is intended to be a Summary of 
the whole Book; and to ſhow, that though 
Chriſt is in Scripture declared to be God, yet 
there is ſtill (abſolutely ſpeaking) but One 


God, even the Father. Which he proves, from 


the Supremacy of the Father, and the Subordi- 
nation of the Son to him. (1) God the Fa- 


ther, he lays, is the Contriver and Maker of 


all Things, Alone unoriginated, inviſible, im- 
menſe, eternal, the One God, to whoſe Greatneſs 
and Majeſty and Power nothing can be compa- 
red. That the Son, or Word, who [quando ip- 
ſe voluit, natus eſt.] was begotten of him by 


bis Will, (minor eff} is inferiour to bim. And 


though the Son is [Deus procedens ex Deo, 
Secundam Perſonam efficiens] God, as being a 
Second Perſon derived from God: | ſed non 


(1) Eft ergo Deus pater, omnium inſtitutor & creator, So- 
us originem neſciens, inviſibilis, immenſus, immortalis, æter- 
nus, unus Deus; cujus neq; Magnitudini, neque Majeſtati, ne- 
que Virtuti qui cquam non dixerim præferri, fed nec compara- 
11 poteſt. c. 31. „ 


eripiens 
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eripiens illud patri, quod unus eſt Deus, ] ye; 
this binders not the Father from being ſtill (ab. 
folutely) The one God. This he proves, from 

the Son's not being innatus, inviſibilis, in. 
comprehenſibilis, & cætera quæcunque ſunt 

Patris, ] rnoriginate, inviſible, incomprehenſi. 

ble, G. With reſpect to which Perfections if | 

He and the Father [æquales inventi] bad been 
Equal, ¶ par expreſſus . meritò duorum De- 

orum controverſiam ſuſcitaſſet,] by Tha: | 

Equality he would really have made Two Gods. | 

According to This Author therefore Polythe- | 
iſm conſiſts, not in more Perſons than one be. 

ing A iled God, but in the Equality of thoſe | 
Perſons. And that the Son is not in this 
manner equal to the Father, and fo another co- 

_ ordinate God; he further ſhows, from (1) his 

doing nothing of Himſelf, and from bis oben- 
ing the Commands and Orders of the Father in  *© 
all Things. He goes on: (2) Thus wor he 
OS obey: 


(.) Filius autem nihil ex arbitrio ſuo gerit, ——ſed im 
periis paternis omnibus & præceptis obedit, & c. ibid. 
(2) Ita dum fe Patri in omnibus obtemperantem reddit, 
guamvis fit & Deus, Unum tamen Deum Patrem de obedien- 
tia ſua oſtendit, ex quo & Originem traxit.— Cujus fic 
Divinitas traditur, ut non aut Diſſonantià aut Æqualitate di- 
vinitatis [N. B. The printed Copies have it, inæqualitate; but 
tis palpably evident from the fore-cited Paſſages, that the Au- 
thor writ either Æqualitate or in Aqualitate divinitatis,] duos 
Deos reddidiſſe videatur. Subj ectis enim ei quaſi filio omni 
bus rebus a Patre; dum ipſe cum his, que illi ſubjecta ſunt, 
patri ſuo ſubjicitur, Patris quidem ſui Filius probatur, cætero- 
rum autem & Dominus & Deus eſſe reperitur. Ex quo, dum 
—cuncta fibi ſubjecta filius accepta refert Patri, totam di- 
vinitatis Auttoritatem rurſus Patri remittit. Unus Deus often- 
ditur verus & 4ternus Pater, a quo ſolo hæc vis divanitaii 
emiſſa, etiam [ez jam] in filium tradita & directa, rurſum (e 
| | : Stubſtauiis 


Qu. XXVII. of Antiquity. 
obeys the Father in all things, though he him- 


ſelf alſo be God, yet by bis Obedience he de- 


clares the Father, from whom- be receives bis 
Original, to be [abſolutely] The One God. — 


His [the Son's] Divinity is fo delivered down 
to us, as not to make Two Gods either by an 


Oppoſition, or by an Equality, of Divinity. For 
all Things being by the Father made ſubjef 


unto him as Son, while He himſelf, with thoſe 


Things which are made ſubject to him, is ſub- 


je# to his Father; be is hereby proved to be 


the Son of the Father, but of all Other Things 
the Lord and God. Whence the Son, owning 


that all things are made ſubjed to him by the 


Father, in acknowledgment returns back to the 
Father all his divine Authority and Power. 
Now, do not theſe words, © accepta refert pa- 


tri, &, „ rotam divinitatis Auctoritatem pa- 


&* tri remittit,” (compared with, reciproco mea- 


itt, Which are the Only words you let your 


Reader ſee,) evidently expreſs Acknowledg- 


P. 433. 


ment; which yet, you ſay, Novatian had no 


Thought of 2 From all which, the Author 
concludes upon the whole: Thus the Father is 


ſhown to be The One True and Eternal God, 
from whom alone this [vis Divinitatis] divine 
Power being ſent forth and communicated to 


Subſtentia communionem] ad Patrem revolvitur. Deus quidem 


oſtenditur filius, cui divinitas tradita & porrecta conſpicitur; & 


tamen nihilominus Un#s Deus pater probatur, dum gradatim 
Reciproco Meatu illa majeſtas atq; divinitas ad Patrem, qui de- 


derat eam, rurſum ab illo ipſo filio miſſa revertitur & retor- 


— & Solum & Verum Deum Patrem ſuum, &c. 
1 


5 NE 5 _ rhe 


Concerning the Senſe 
the Son, returns again to the Father [per Sub. Aut 
ſtantiæ Communionem] © By 4 Communion of his 

* Subſtance.” Theſe laſt are the Words you | deſc 
ſo much inſiſt on, and which you pretend are . 
« the beſt and indeed Only Light to dire the Y * 
« Reader to the true meaning of what is cited.” | | 
To which I anſwer, 1ſt; They are ſo far from 
giving Any Light to the whole preceeding Ar- | 
gument, that it is much clearer without them: | 
And they come in fo obſcurely, and without 
any vilible Connexion, without being inſiſted 
on in any other Part of the Argument of This | 
Chapter, or ſo much as mentioned in any Other Y e 
part of the Whole Book, though the Whole th 
is Profeſſedly writ upon this Very Subject; 1 8 
that (were the Debate concerning any Other 1: 
Queſtion,) no man would make the leaſt d 
Doubt but that (far from being * rhe Only ( 
« Light to direct the Reader to the true Mean- 
* zng of the Whole, ) they crept into the Text 
out of the Margin, by way of Note from ſome F 
Modern hand. Much greater Changes than . 
This, have happened in the ſame Book. Wit- | 
neſs the Tranſpoſition of Eight entire Chap- 
ters. The 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21 & 22 h 
Chapters, ought to be placed between ch. 27 | 
& 28; And ch. 23 to 27 incluſive, ought im- 
inediately to follow ch. 14. As is moſt evident 
from the connexion of the Senſe, though the 
Editors have not taken Notice of it. But 
_ 2aly. Taking it for granted that the Words 
are genuine, yet *tis evident by their being 
barely mentioned thus once incidentally, the 
Author 


On XXVII. 


Author did not deſign to lay Any Streſs of 
his Argument upon them: Whereas, by your 
deſcribing him © INTENT upon explaining ; 


and illuſtrating, as well as he was able, 


4 Agen 


i the Union and Communion of Subſtance in 


Father and Son; an unprepared Reader 


could not but be led to think, that the Au- 
thor's Whole Book, or at leaſt Thar whole 


Chapter, was a Treatiſe concerning That me- 
taphyſical Point. zaly; Suppoſing the Author 


bag drawn Any particular Argument from 
theſe words, yet it would have been no more 


pertinent for the Doctor to have cited them, 


than to have tranſcribed the Whole Book. Be- 


cauſe it made 10 difference at all, as to the 


Truth of the Propoſitions He was laying 
down; whether there was, or was nat, 2 
Communion of Subſtance. 

Your next Complaint, is of“ Another Turn 
i by way of Tranſlation.” The Doctor * ren- 
dred a Paſſage of Athanaſius thus: (1) 
That Teſts Chriſt, our Lord and God incar- 
* nate, is not the Father, nor, as the Sabel- 
Ya bellians would bave ir,” [that ſame Perſon 
who is ſtiled] © che Only God; this the Holy 


* Scriptures every where reftify,” 


5 clear, plain, and eaſy Meaning, and undoubt- 


* edly che True Senſe of the Author,” 1s This: 
+ That Je ſus Chriſt 7s not the Father, nor (in 
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xv @attey, cannot lignify, in the Sabellian 


Conterning the enſe 


ce gh Sabellian SENSE) the only God." 
I anſwer ; This is a direct Corruption of the 


Author's words. For the Greek words, d, 


« SENSE of the Expreſſion,” as if there 
was a ſenſe of it not Sabellian ; but they ne- 


ceſlarily ſignify the Expreſſion itſelf” to be Sa. 


bellian > Nor is the ſtiling the Son, 5 %s Jo, 
The ONLY God, capable of any other ſenſe, 
I do not find, that even the moſt zealous Wri- 
ters of the Fou*rh Century, ever ſtile any other 


P. 435. 
* Script. 
Doctr. p. 
254, E- 
45. It. 
p. 222, 
Edit. 2d. 


than the Father, © Mts 94s, The Only God. 
Another Paſſage * cited by the Doctor from 


Athanaſius, | viz. © There is (1) but One God, 


« becauſe one Father,” (or, becauſe the Fa- 
ther is but One;) © yet is the Son alſo God, 
% baving ſuch a Sameneſs as that of a Son to 


4 Father ] This Paſſage, you ſay, had the 
Doctor gone on but a few words farther, 


[ viz. © Not that he is the Father himſelf, but 
in Nature united with the Father; two 


& indeed in Number, but one entire Eſſence 5 


« would have appeared ContradiFory to the 
« Purpoſe for which it was brought.” How 
ſo? The Purpoſe for which it was brought, 
was to ſhow, that in Antiquity, as well as in 


Scripture, this phraſe, © The One God, or The 


« Only God, always means the Supreme Perſon 


© of the Father.” And does any thing Atha- 
naſius has added, here or elſewhere, concern- 


T I e * : '\ 82 \ e_ / 2 
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Qu. XXVII. of Antiquity, 495 
ing Nature and Eſſence ; prove that he did not 
in (1) This, and in (2) Many other Sentences, 
ſay that the One, and Only, and Only Unbe- 
gotten and One Only True God, was the Fa- 
ther? e BD RD 
Your next Obſervation is exactly of the P. 435; 
ſame kind. Athanaſtus's {aging that the Word 3 
has (3) the Divinity of The Only God, be- 
cauſe he is Begotten of him; is, you tell us, 
e directly Contrary to what the Doctor & cites *Scripe- 
« tbe Paſſuge for.“ That is: Achanaſins's 9 x 
ſaying that The Only God is He of whom the 317. E. 
Word is Begotten, and from whom be bas 8 
his Divinity, is direfly contrary to ſaying. & 285; 
that The Only God is the Father, (which HG 36 
is what the Doctor cites the Paſſage for, in One 
places) or contrary to affirming, [that, a «ex» ] 
the One Original of things, is the Father; 
(which is what he cites it for in the Other 
PPP 
In like manner, what Nagiangen adds con- P. 43% 
cerning © Sameneſs of Movement and Will and 
Eſſence, does not make it ceaſe to be * S 
true, that he bad acknowledged * there was P.. 


(4) therefore Ces des] One God, becauſe [ Er FTA | 
"ArTwy] One Cauſe or Origin of All. e GIG: 
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all things abſolutely, even of Chrift himſelf; | 
&« but [they ſaw only] Him, who by the Will ; 
© of the Father is both God, as being his Son; , 
* and is alſo bis Meſſenger, as miniſtring to 
« bis Will,” . N | 
p. 437. Your Obſervatian upon the Firſt Paſſage of 
Dog,, Ireneus, cited * by the Doctor; is a mere 
oc tr. p. 1 | 
325, Edit. empty Dejire of Cavilling. 
%% But upon the Next Paſſage F cited by the 
+ Script. Doctor from (2) Ireneus, your Obſervation 
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is indeed thus far right, that the Doktor er 


ſome © * Overfight, read rd u geg, inſtead of 
« TS per wares.” Twas candidin you to call 
it an Overfght ; and I doubt not but he will 
thank you for giving him Notice to correct 
it. But you yourſelf, in commenting upon 
the whole Paſſage, have greatly perverted the 


True ſenſe of it. The Words are: “ Man 
* nh Was Begotten, [in the ſenſe . : 


Adam is ſtiled the Son of God, Luke 3, 38 ;] 


and formed” | out of the Duſt of the RS Y 
vas made after the Image and Likeneſs of 
* the Unbegotten God: By the good Pleaſure 


% and Command of the Father, by the Action 


« and Operation of the Son, by the Increaſe 
e and Nouriſhment of the Spirit.“ Now in 
theſe words you, firſt, contend that the 
Phraſe os Tees, the Unbegotten God, ſig- 
nities, not the Father, but the © Three Per. 
« ſons.” And in order thereto ; 1n what you 
call © the Literal tranſlation of the Greek,” 
you render «yer, not wnbegotten, but © un- 
created; and explain i afterwards b 


70 eternal FFF word 


P. 438, 


440. 


Z yumros ſignifies a great deal more, than ei- 


ther eternal, uumade, or uncreated. It ſig- 
nifies, not only eternal, but /ſelf- -exiſtently 
eternal : It excludes, not only being made or 
created, but alſo being begotten or procheding 
or being derived flom Any Other, in Any 
manner whatſoever. For which reaſon, nei- 
ther Irenæus (though you affirm erroneouſly, 
that © be aſſerts the Son to be ro, ) nor 
Any other Antient Writer ever in all their 


* K Wri⸗- 


P. 439. 
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498 Concerning the Senſe 
5 Writings give the Title «yrs to Any 
Other than the Father only. Confider the 
words of (1) Beil: But the Title of d 
© vs” (ſays he, ſpeaking expreſsly of the Per- 
fon of the Father, as diſtinguiſhed from the 
Son and Spirit,) * this Title of Unbegotten ” | 
[or Unoriginated,] * zo man can be ſo abſurd | 
* as to preſume to give to eAny Other, than  « 
* to the Supreme God,” For (2) © we know i ec 
© bat One Unbegotten, and One Original of all | 
* things; even the Father of our Lord Jeſus 
© Chriſt.” And eAlexander of eAlexanaria : | p 
(3) © Not (ſays he) as if the Word was Un. e 


* originate; For Nothing is Unoriginate, but Gs 
the Father.— (4) Let no man imagine, that A 

© the phraſe, Always was, leads to any ſuch 8: 

& Notion as if the Son was LA, ] Un- : 

* originate. - We muſt reſerve to the Uu. ; 

« begotten Father, this his peculiar Dignity: : 
- CC 


* ——cAs our Saviour himſelf declares, My 
« Father 1s greater than 1.” In the Next 
place, by tranſlating (in the Paſſage of Ire- 1 
næus We are now ſpeaking of,) the words | - 
e xa xenevorT@», © deſigning and gi- 
& wing out Orders,” you greatly impoſe upon 


(2) "Arpeymros 5, See Sog Le TUYTEXWG £51 TOU fers, 655 re). 
une £T poy TW Te 500 THY OAGWY Teo ep bc GANG uns 801 
%% & c. Contr. Eunom. lib. 3. a | TER 
- (2) Esæ Verve, "AVwV1TW, Kal lier Troy Treytwv "Apr, To | 
TuTip Tov xupis 1way Ino vf Epiſt, 78. SE 

Oux 07% Aewnr©»> iy, i > "Ar vnTov 0 TF UT, Epiſt. ad | 

Alex. apud Theodorit. lib. 1. tap. 4 | | 
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Qu. XXVII. of Antiquity.” 


your Reader. For the term, #Jz817@>, has 


nothing in it of the idea of Deſigning ;” but 


'tis a word expreſſive of Authority. Ts pe 


TATg&s xd. x t2AwoTQ», is, By the Fa- 
ther's Good Pleaſure aud Command. 
You proceed to a Paſſage of Bafl, which 
the Doctor thus *tranſlated: (1) *We affirm, 
that according to the Natural Order of 
% Cauſes and Effects, the Father muſt have the 
& Ppre-eminence before the Sou“ Here you 
are angry at Two particulars: Fit, at the 
Doctor's uſing the Terms © Cauſes and Ef 
« fects,” whereas you would ſay, © emata- 
% tive Cauſes and Things iſſuing from them 
And Second), at his uſing the phraſe, 
« pre-eminence” of the Father; whereas you 
would fay, priority in Order.” And the 
Reaſon of your Diſpleaſure, is, becauſe Baſil 
adds; (2) © but as to any difference in Na- 
ture, or Priority in Time, we allow no 


OD ſuch thing.” Now, I beſeech you, obſerve. 


p. 440. 

* Script. 
Doctr. p. 
308, E- 
dit. I ſt. 
p. 276, 
Edit. zd. 


The Point the Doctor was to prove, was 


This: that, whatever was ſuppoſed concern- 


ing the Son's metaphyſical Subſtance, or Eſ- 
fence; whatever was ſuppoſed concerning 
| Difference or no difference in Nature; what- 


ever was ſuppoſed concerning Priority or 20 
Priority in Time; ſtill Baſil himſelf acknow- 


ledged, that the Father and Son ſtood in the 
relation to each other, of © Caſe and Effect ;" 
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and that, in This reſpect, the Father had, 


Concerning the Senſe 


c 
not merely a Priority in Order, but a real pre- 4 

b eminence” in Authority and Dignity. And ar 
does not Bai acknowledge This ? For Fr; R 


P. 441. 


Baſil ſays, We know but One Unbegotten, 


with, and ſometimes without allowing for the 


Ay, of Cauſe and Effet,” are the proper 
_ Readring of Toy d and Ta ES curòy in the 


As to the Terms, © Caſe and Effect:“ That 10 
Theſe, (notwithſtanding the Confuſion ari- | 
ſing from the Similitude of © Fire and Light fi 
« ſtreaming from it,” being uſed ſometimes 1 % 


difference between intelligent Agency and un- 
intelligent Neceſſity :) That Theſe Terms, I 


peelent Paſſage ; appears from the other paral- 
el Paſſages cited by the Doctor; where (1) 


« and One Original of all things, even the 
C Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt.” And: 
(2) © The word, Father, what elſe does it 


4 rgnify, but the Cauſe and Original of That 


| rar ige red uh i Incl xis od. Epiſt. 78. 
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« which is Begotten of him?” And: (3) 
« There is a Power Underived and Unori- 
« ginated, which is the Cauſe of That which 
ce cauſeth all things ;, For from the Father is 


ce the Son, by whom are all things.” And 
Conſtantine the Great: (4) © The Father is 


(10 "Eva Vb 222 ,,, x poicty THv TIT Wy % 747 
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rum cœtum, apud Euſeb. 


« the 


Qu. XXVII. of Antiquity. 501 
the Cauſe of the Son, and the Son is Cau- 
*« fed by him.” Secondly; That the word 

© pre-eminence” [in Authority and Dignity,] 
and not mere priority in Order, is the true 
KRendring of Terra ga in the Paſſage be- 
fore us, appears from other Parallel places 

cited by the Doctor; where the ſame (1) Ba- 

fil ays, that the Father has © 2 peculiar emi- 

* nent Character of the manner of his Subſiſt- 

* ence; and that (2) © the Son is Second to 

« the Father, both in Order, becauſe he is 
from him; and in Dignity, becauſe the Fa- 

« ther is the Original and Canſe of the Son's 
« B-ing, and the Son is the Way and the Con- 

« ducter by and through whom men are brought 

&« to God even the Father.” Did Baſil, by 

ſay ing here that the Son is Second both in 
Order and Dignity, mean that he was Second 

in Order only, and nat in Diguity? 
The Laſt Paſſage you find fault with in », 41. 
the * Doctor, is another Citation out of Ba. Script. 


fil. Upon which you have nothing but mere Doffr.y. 
Quibble. FRI . 25 
Thus have I gone through your Criticiſims 285, *. 
upon the Doctor's Book. In which kind, the %. 2% 
Fewneſs and Meanneſs of your Obſervations 
cannot but, to an Underſtanding Reader, ap- 


pear a very ſtrong Atteſtation to the Trath of 
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bis Argument, and to the Goodneſs of his Per- 


P. 442, 


"= 46 


4 


Concerning the Sens * 


formance. £3 


Your next Five or Six Pages are a difingenn- 


04s Infinuation to your Reader, as if Ai} the 


Doctor's Citations from the Fathers ix gene. 
ral, were not pretended by him to be any 
thing more than ſo many Conceſſions in par- 


ticular, from Writers who were Adverſaries 
in the Whole, Whereas, on the contrary, 
this is true only of ſome ver) few Later 
Writers, of the Fourth and following Centu- 
ries: Much the greater part of the Authors 


he cites, (I think, All of the three Firſt Centu- 


ries,) profeſſedly and conftantiy (excepting ſome 
few obſcurities and oratorical ſeeming incon- 
ſiſtencies) agreeing with him in the Fl} 


Senſe of All his Propoſitions. For which 


reaſon you have very judiciouſly written a large 


Book againſt him, without ſo much as at- | 


tempting to ſhow that his Main Doctrine is 
erroneous, or that it has been contradicted by 


the Primitive Fathers. The Point, the Single 


Point in queſtion, is, The real Supreme eAu. 


thority and Dominion of the Father over all; 
in which alone conſiſts the Monarchy of the 


Univerſe. This you are continually indea- 


Vvouring to melt away, into a mere empty 


Priority in Order ar Collocation of Words. 
For which Notion of Yours, you have nei- 


ther Reaſon, nor Scripture, nor Any Primi— 


tive Antiquity to allecge. From the True 


Point therefore you conſtantly divert the Eyes 
of your Reader, by amuſing him with 4:Ff1- 
cult metaphyfical Speculations concerning Sub- 


ftance 
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ſtance and Duration, which have really no 
relation to the point in queſtion. Cree 
Lou add: According to the Doctor's “ Me. P. 445; 
thod of citing Authors, a Romaniſt migbt 446- 
undertake to defend ſome of the Romiſh 
« Tenets. It would be eaſy for him to make 
* numerous collection of Teſtimonies from 
the Fathers, —and declare he did not cite 
e places out of theſe eAuthors ſo much to ſhow 
«© what was the opinion of the Writers them- 
« ſelves, as c.“ This is again leading your 
Reader into the ſame Deceit, by applying to 
All the Citations out of 4 the Fathers, 
| what the Doctor (in the molt expreſs words 
poſſible) limited to the Citations only out 
of a very few later Writers, And you 
did well alſo here not to mention at all the 
Texts of Scripture, which eAione are cited 
as PROOFS. i 
But now, upon your ownMethod, the Ar- 
gument you here hint at, falls zzdeed with ir- 
reſiſtible Weight. The Romaniſis lay down, 
as you do, that the beſt and only right Way 
of knowing the Senſe of Scripture, is, by 
having Recourſe to Tradition and the Senſe 
of the Catholick Fathers. And then they 
take care to call Thoſe Fathers only Catbolick, 
who (they think) agree with Them ; and to 
call That Doctrine only Catholick, which 
Their own Church has been in Poſſeſſion of for 
fo many Centuries upwards. And then the 
argue, that it cannot eaſily be ſuppoſed, that 
That Doctrine ſhould be erroneous, which 
has been atteſted to by ſo many Councils, and 
TS Kk 4 . ſo 
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Concerning the Senſe | 
ſo many Learxed Writers for ſo many hun- 
dreds of Years © And that *tis probable, each 


following Age faithfully preſerved the Do- 


Etrine'of the preceeding : And fo, in the way 
that you take, they carry their Errors up to 
the Scriptures themſelves, See Dr. Clarke's 
Letter o Dr Fan, pigeon DA oo 

What follows, from p. 446 to 450, is all mere 
Calumny : As if the Doctor © expreſſed but 
Part of his Sentiments; formed his Propo- 
* ſitions, for the moſt part, in general or am- 
& biguous Terms; and © ſlipt his Concluſion 
into the Place of Premiſſes, with which 
it has © xo Connexion.“ How fo? Why, 


The Doctor's own Propoſitions, it ſeems, (that 


is, his own Conc luſions,) are not his Conclu- 


P. 447: ſions: But © the Concluſion which the Do- 


„ tor WAS TO DR AW ont of the Premiſ- 
“ ſes, andſhow to be Juſt and True,” was the 


& denying the Son's Conſubſtantiality and Co- 


< eternity,” But why, I beſeech you, © the 


% Concluſion which he WAS TO DR AW?® 
The Concluſion he intended to draw, the Con- 


cluſion he profeſſed to draw, the Concluſion 
he has drawn in the cleareſt words and with- 


out Any Ambiguity, and which he has un- 
anſwerably ſhown to follow receſjarily from 
his Premiſes, is This: that, whatever meta- 


phyſical Notions, relating to Subſtance and 
Duration, be or be not receiv*d; ſtill the 
Supreme eAutÞority and Dominion of the Fa- 
ther over all, in which alone conſiſts the Mo- 


narchy of the Univerſe ,, is clearly aſſerted, in 


numerous Texts of Scripture ;, is earneſtly con- 


tended 


0 
& 
0 
( 
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tended for by Al the Primitive Fathers, as 
the Great Foundation of Religion, the Prime 


505 


Article of All their Creeds; and is generally 


conceded, even by Later and Jeſs confiſtent 
Fathers. This concluſion, which is the Sum 


of the Doctor's Propoſitions, you could not 
confute: And therefore, inſtead of it, you 


continually amuſe your Reader with a Duſt 
about metaphyſical Concluſions, which, you 


would perſwade him, the Doctor WAS 


© 0 DRAW” In 
You conclude this Head with obſerving, 
that “Rev. 1, 8, 15 one of the Doctor's Texts, 
* which be interprets of the Father; and in- 
* fiſts much upon it, that the Antients appli- 


p. 452. 
And Ser- 
mons, p. 
22] — 
2.30. 


% the Title of cry HT g, the eAlmight 5% 


* to the Father only. And yet nothing more 
certain, than that That very Text was 

% wnderſiood by the Ante-Nicene Writers, in 
© general, of God the Son. — And they rea- 
% dily allowed, in Conſequence of That Text, 
that the Son Was o TdToxeaTHe, the Al- 
% mighty, as well as the Father. See Ter- 
<«< tullian (contr. Prax. c. 17.) Hippolytus 
„ {(contr. Noet. c. 6, p. 10.) and probably O- 
« rigen (Aex. I. 1, c. 2, agreeing in This.” 
And elſewhere you cite, to the ſame pur- 
poſe, Clemens, Juſtin, aud Euſebius.” I 
anſwer.. . 

1. As to the Text itſelf; [I am Alpha 
and Omega, the Beginning and the End, ſaith 
the Lord, which is and which was and which 
is to come, the Almighty, 0 . 4 


P. 69, 
and 258. 


And Ser- 


mons, p. 
230. 


506 
Two Reaſons the Doctor gives, for under- 
ſtanding it of the Father. 
Dunne is; that the ſame Title, {| He which | 
is aud which was and which is to come, } is, 
in the 4th verſe of the ſame chapter, uſed ex- 
preſsly as the diſtinguiſbing character of the 
Perſon of the Father; the Son being, in That 


Concerning the Senſe 


paſſage, mentioned at the ſame time, under 


another character. This,” you reply, 10 


A taking for grauted the thing in Queſtion > 


The Doctor © might as well argue, that the | 


| «K words Alpha and Omega, the Beginning aud 


& the End, are uſed as the diſtinguiſhing cha- 


« racter of the perſon of the Father, and there- | 


c fore that That Character cannot be applied 


« toChriſt > which yet it elſewhere certainly 


7s. Now in This, you quite miſtake the Force 


of the Argument. When any Character indeed 
is in Oze Text indiſputably given to the Father, 


and in azother text indiſputably given to the 
Son; then from That character alone, in any 


controverted Text, it cannot indeed be argued 


whether the Father be there ſpoken of, or the 
Son. But when any Character is in Oze Text 
diſtinitly and indiſputably given to the Father, 
and in No text diſtinctly and indiſputably gi- 


ven to the San; (which is the preſent Caſcz) 


then from That character, in any controver- 


ted Text, it may juſtly be argued that the 


Father is the perſon there ſpoken of. Thus, 
becauſe God our Saviour who ſaved us — 
through Feſus Chriſt our Saviour, Tit. 3; 4, 


6, ſignifies distinctly and indiſputably the Fa- 


ther; and the ſame Character, God aur Savi- 
| our, 


Qu. XXVII. of Antiquity. 25 

our, in No Text denotes diſtinctly and indiſ- 
putably the Son: therefore in All the Texts 
Where That Character is uſed, tis rightly ar- 


2 


507 


gued from That Character, that the Father is 


the perſon there ſpoken of. ie 

The Other Reaſon alledged by the Doctor, 
for underſtanding this Text, (Rev. 1, 8,) of 
the Father; is, that This Title, 5 Tarrae«- 
Twe, The Almighty, is in Scripture Always, 
in all the Antient Creeds Always; and in all 


the Primitive Fathers (when uſed in an ab. 


ſolute conſtruction, as in the preſent Text,) 


Always applied to the Father only. Concern- | 


ing the Scripture, and the Antient Creeds, you 


have nothing pertinent to offer. Wherefore, 

24h. As to the Primitive Fathers; The 
Doctor, from Biſhop Pearſon's general Obſer- 
vation on this point, and from (1) particular 
remarkable Paſſages of the Fathers, collect- 


(1) Such as That of Irenaus : eve Trey TUYTK GT, K, SD 
provoryeyn. „One God Supreme over all, and One only- begot ten. 
And Fuftin : Te Olxcetev, lα » Tiunayre GUT oy c 
Top% x88 Toinmv v ν Fc, The Juſt one; and the Su- 
«< preme God over All, and Maker of the Univerſe, who ſent 
« him.” And Clemens: ori Jie x T ATP sig Nd. % - 6 ra- 
rene rap. Our Lord taught, that God the Father Only and 


« Alone is Supreme over all.” To which may be added, 
the ſame Clemens: anwru Twy w/atar, Y q,ẽ, ⁰ Tov x 


Toxparopes TTL, TIC & beg N Tel. © The Son is appoint- 
* ed the Author of all good things, by the Mill of the Al- 
* mighty Father: Strom. 7. And Nowvatian: Per quem 
facta ſunt omnia, & fine quo factum eſt nihil; qui obedierit 
ſemper Patri, & obediat ; ſemper habentem rerum omnium po- 
teſtatem, ſed qua traditam, fed qua conceſſam, ſed qui a Patre 
proprio ſibi indultam. By whom all things were made, and 
e without whom Nothing was mads: Who always did, and 
does obey his Father: Having aiways Power over All things, 


* but a Power delivered, a Power given, 4 Power granted te 
Vim from his Father. Ch. 21. 


ed, 


ed, that in Their language, the word Tavre- 

/ 1 1 e [ | 
greg, (he ſhould have ſaid, “ rr, 
the Almighty, in an abſolute Conſtruction, as 
in the Text before us;) is Always applied to 
the Father only. That it generally is ſo, and 


P. 451. 


. 


P. 69, 


258, 451. 
And Ser- 


mons, p. 


227-230 


Concerning the ne 


that © #he Father was Ordinarily. or Empba- 


tically ſtiled ò rarer, you allow to be 


true. But for applying che ſame character 


Sometimes to the S, you cite Juſtin, Cle. 


mens, and Euſebius. And for applying This 


very Text to the Son. you cite (of the Ante- 
*Nicene Writers) Tertullian, Hifpolytus, and 


« Probably O .. + 
Concerning Origen, the reaſon (I ſuppoſe) 
why you ſay only, © probably,? is becaule 
you know the Book you here cite, is profe/- 
ſedly corrupted by the Latin Tranſlator. See 
above, p. 3 30. „ 
Tertullian does not ſuppoſe this Text to 


be (as you pretend) ſpoken of the Su But 
only contends (1) that Theſe, and All Other 


Names or Titles of the Father, may be ap- 


(i) Dicente ipſo Domino, Ego veni in Patris mei Nomine. 


— Condicente etiam Seriptura, Benedictus qui venit in 


Nomine Domini, utique filius in Patris Nomine. Sed & Nomina 
PAT RIS, (Deus Omnipotens, Altiſſimus, Dominus Virtutum,— 
i eſt,) quatenus ita Scripturæ docent, hes dicimus & in 


filium competiſſe, & in His filium veniſſ e. Cum ergo le- 


gis Leum Omnipotentem, & Altiſſimum, & Deum Virtutum, 
X Qui eft ; vide ne per hæc filius etiam demonſtretur 


so jure Deus Omnipotens, QU A Sermo Dei Omnipotentis, 


quaque omnium AC CEP II poteſtatem: Altiſſimus, Q UA 
dextera Dei EXAL TAT US; = Dominus Virtutum, 
quia omnia Subjecta ſunt illi à Patre; item, Qui eſt, 
quoniam multi flu dicuntur, & non ſunt. 


bypſs &c. Comr. Prax. c. 17. | 


plied 


Interim hic 
mihi promotum fit reſponſum adverſus id quod & de Apoca- 


— 


— 
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plied to the Son, as coming in his Father's 
Name. Thus, he ſays, the Son is, [S UO ju- 
re; not, in his own Right,” as * you fre- P. 43- 
quently cite and underſtand this place, in di- 977% 
rect contradiction to the Author's Meaning; 
but,] the Son is, in a Senſe Proper to Him, 
[upon a Ground peculiar to Himſelf,) God 
Almighty, AS being The Word of God Al- 
| mighty, and AS having RECEIV ED Pow- 
er over all things. And He is The moſt. 
High, eAS being EXALTED by the right 
hand of God. And He is Lord of Hoſts, 
eAS having all things Put under him by his 
Father, And he is, He which Is ; becauſe ma- 
ny are Called Sous, and Are not. And This 
Reaſoning He expreſsly applies to the Text 
we are now upon. But (1) otherwiſe to ſay 
[ipſe Deus, Dominus omnipotens, leſus Chri- 
itus,] that Jeſus Chriſt is Himſelf the Lord 
God Almighty, is (he tells you) the opinion 
of his Adverſaries, and which he is writing 
againſt, Have you not here mach Pardon to 
ask of your Reader? N 
Hippolytus, a ſpurious or interpolated Au- 
thor, does indeed (erroneouſly) apply the Text 
before us to the Son; but in ſuch a manner, as is 
directly contrary to the Notion you are contend- 


ing for. John, ſays (2) he, well tiles Chr5z 


(1) Ipſe Deus, Dominus Omnipotens, Ieſus Chriſtus prædi- 
„ ani. 5 

(i) Kana etre * Ions TUYTXE% oper Apigdv. Tevro Yap are, 

E Kath dur pr vf et 0 P4525, Maprvpay Yap pig g On, Ia 

tue. xεEνnTE’ h); rag red nun-, ua THITUY xfer ef æurrexeꝶ ref me- 

eg arp xati5gu In Apig ds. Contra Not. S. 6, p. 10. | 
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& Almighty: FO R, This ir affirming the 
© ſame thing that Chriſ! Himſelf alſo teſti. 
% fies, when he ſays, ALL things are Gi: 


. 45 1. : 


. 451. 
And Ser- 


mnons, p. 
227-230. 


© over all] by the Father.“ Immediately after 
which; (anſwerable to the words, dr xeara, c 
Cbhriſt ruleth over All;“) he adds, urs 
read] 0 wathe, © and the Father over Him.” 


Concerning the Senſe 


« ven me from the Father: And he ruleth over 
* all, being Conſtituted Almighty Lor Ruler 


And "Theſe are l the © Ante-Nicene | 7 
* Writers in general,” who (you ſay) uu. ; 
«< derſtood this Text of God the Son.“ „ 
Three other Ante-nicene Writers you 5 
cite, as ©* allowing that the Son was d ray- } © 
e ToxgaTwe, The Almighty, as well as the | 


& Father: viz. Juſtin, Clemens, and Eu- 


ſebius. | 


Faſtin does not at all ſtile him 5 Tavre- 
xearwe, The eAlmighty;, but only, The Lord 


4 77 Hoſts, Who 2s the Ring of Glory, Pl. 


24, 10. by the (1) WILL of the Father 


P. 266. 


©« who Gave him this Power.“ See above, 


7. 69 58. Clemens, in the Paſſages you refer to, does 


And Ser- 
moon,, p. 


2 


indeed ſtyle the Son Tarroxezroe ; but never 
in the Sexſe, for which you cite him. In 
the #r/t paſſage you refer to, he ſtyles him 
(2) © The Almighty God-the-Word >” The 
Meaning of which he very diſtinctly ex- 


(1) "Og ie x5pieg diu tan, Oe 7) One Tel Wyre; evra Tar. 
780 Go | : , © a n 
(2) Tor ö,, ee Y . 


0 plains, 


Qu. XXVII. of Antiquity. " HR 
_ Plains, by ſaying that He (1) is © irreſiſtible, 


as being Lord of All; moſt certainly ir- 


reſiſtible, becauſe Mini(tring. to the Will of 


Fir 


« the Good and Supreme Father over all. | 


In the zext paſſage, he ſtiles him (2) © The 


« Almightys Mill; which is not calling 


the Son, but the Father, rarroxeaToe: And 


ſo in another place he calls him (3) The Good 


« Pleaſure of the Good Father. In the (a) 
Other places you refer to, tis not the So, 


but the Father expreſsly, as di/{1nguiſhed from 


the Son, that is ſtiled AAVTIHELT WE, N 
Euſebius, in the Paſſage (5) of his Demon. 
ſtratio you refer to, ſtiles alſo the Son Tay- 

_ TaxeaTwe ; but at the ſame time clearly dif. 


tinguiſhes him as Seat, and as being Sub- 


ject to Him that did Send him. So that 
the Senſe of This Paſſage is the Very ſame 


as That of Hippolytus above-cited ; except 


that it refers not to the ſame particular 
Text. But the Notion of Euſebius in this 
matter, 15 notoriouſly known. See above, 
PAIGE. 5 1 

The Other Paſſages you refer to of Eu- 
ſebius (in his Comment on the Pſalms and 


F. 430, 
Edit. 3d. 
And Ser- 
7075s p. 
2.30. 
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(5) Demonſt, Evangel, lib. & c. 16. 8 
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on Iſaiah,) ſay only that That Fe cala, 
9, That Lord of Hoſts, who appeared vi. 
fly was the Son. Which is what All Anti- 


quity 1 agrees in. 


What you add aſter This, concerning _ 
Cloud of Mituneſſes, a numerous Company 
.* Primitive Saints and Martyrs, confirm- 
ing your Interpretation ot Scripture ; 
may, I think, be retorted upon you with 
the greateſt Juſtice, and with the . moſt 
irreliſtible Force. In That which is the 


True, and indeed the Only material point in 


Queſtion; the Supremacy of the Father over 


Al, in real Authority and Dominion, in 


Which Alone conſiſts the Monaychy ot the 
Univerſe; in This, 4 Primitive Anti- 


quity is uniformly and unanimouſly againſt 
vou. 
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Whether it be at all probable, that the primi- 

tive Church ſhould miſtake in ſo material a 
Point as this is; or that the whole Stream 
of Chriftian Writers ſhould miſtake in tel- 
ling us what the Senſt of the Church' as; 
And whether ſuch a Cloud of Witneſſes can 
be ſet aide, without weakning the only Proof 
we have of the Canon of Scripture, and 
the Integrity of the ſacred Text 8 


Anſw. XX 7 HET HER the Antient Wri- P. 486. 
VV ters of the Church, were bet- 
ter skill'd in metaphyſical Speculations, than 
We at this day ; and whether Determinations 
of Fathers and Councils are a proper and pro- 
bable Merhod of diſcovering the Truth in mat- 
ters of controverſy; are Queſtions which there 
is no occaſion here to enter upon: Becauſe 
Paſſages of the Primitive Writers in favour 
of All that Dr. Clarke has aſferted, are innu- 
merably More, and more pregnant, than can 
be alledged againſt any thing he has aſſerted. 
And therefore | think the Doctor has the juſteſt 
Right to demand of Tou, ©* Whether it be at 
“ al} probable, that the Primitive Church ſhould 
% miſtake in ſo material a Point as This is; 
* or that the Whole Stream of Chriftian Wri- 
& ters ſhould miſtake in telling us what the 
8 EI 4 Senſe 
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„ Senſe of by e Church Was: And. 
* Cloud . h es, + et. 


variety. of me- 


or Any other Point, yet it woul 1 
<« weaken the only Proof we have. 14 15 15 Ca- 


Concer ning te ae, 


variably, 055 0 * 
tapbyſi ral pec KEN I e Real. Su- 


premacy of the Father's ominjon over All, and 
do always hee "ultimately und th ni- 
ty of God. But, ſuppeſs "ig 12 reater Num- 
ber of Antieut riters b miſt: eib This 


“ non of Scripture, . and the 1 , the 
« Sacred Text > Becauſe Teſtimon 2y 18 the 


Proper and Only Evidence of a Matter of Fadi, 
as that ſuch 110 ſuch Books were written be 


the Authors whoſe Names they bear: But 
even *© whole Streams of Writers, in matters 


of Controverſy, repreſenting Other mens opi- 


. 456; 


nions, otherwiſe than in the Words of the 


perſons themſelves, are No manner of Evidence 
at all. Should any man (for inftance,) with- 
out reading Dr. Clarke's Books, judge from the 
Accounts which Tou and Other ſuch Writers 
have given, what the Doctor's Aſſertions were; 
he would never have any manner of Notion, 


wherein the True Streſs of the preſent Con- 
troverſy lies. 


In your Defenſe of this Query, you tell me 


again, you are © content to put the Matter” 


in Diſpute, * upon This Iſſue ;” viz. © fo let it 


« be decided from” the primitive Church's 
66 Profeſſ Ne ons in in Nef f. Creedi Kr oe 


— NS, 


( 


Qu. Xx Vun. 8 "of Amiquity. 
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cc 


Hyoot: do hie h were their “ get Forms : 35 
and from publick Cenſures paſid upon Here- 
8 27 T\ Mag from 7 Rot 9 1 Juch 
"as the declared Sentiments of eminent Church- 
Writers, the Taterpretations-of Creeds left us 
wo y choſe that" recite them, ſuch as 7 J of Ire- 
| gte 0 and Others; ccleſi- 
« pftical Hiſfory, &c.” I e : neh 
the Queſtion muſt finally be determined = 
the Authority of 1 7 only; yet, I Tek, 
T have in the, foregoing Sheets. very largely 
ſhown, over and above, that in the Primitive 
Church of the Three firſt Ages at leaft, 
no Profeſſion at Baptiſm, no ancient Creed, not = 
even the Nicene Creed. itſelf ; no Doxology, 9 
Hymn, or © publick Cenſures paſ. ; ed upon Here- " 
riecbr; no Sentiments of any one eminent Church- = 
Writer, no Interpretations of Creeds, no Ec- 
clefi aftical Hiſto e afford Any ground or ex- 
ample to deny the Real Supremacy of the Fa- 
ther Alone over all, in point of Dominion and 
Authority. On which alone depends the Mo- 
narcby of the Univerſe; and which (whatever 
becomes of meraphyſecal Subtilties,) is the 
True and Only Theological Queſtion between 
us.” 
You add: It is © very unlikely chat the Apo. P. 458, 
C folick Churches ſhould not know ihe Mind of | 
1 he poſtles, ur ſhould ſuddenly vary from it 
46 any Matter of Moment. Upon Thie, we 
. believe the concurring. Judgement of Anti- 5 
246)" ity to be, , though not infallible, yet the ſa- 
© Feſt Comment upon Scripture ,—— and to be 


Ll: & 7 A 
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Ko P. 459- 


Concerning the Senſe EY 


« of great Moment and Impurtance towards 


© fxing the Senſe of Soriptare:”, How en- 


tirely void of formdation': This your Prerence 


' 


to Antiquity,” as well as to Scripture; is; has 
been diſtinctiy ſhown in This whole Book. 


And morebver, how- exactly the Argument 


vou are here aiming at, fits the Mouth of a 
F 


{KAT e 
Yd banners) 
| 1 


Qux Ar XRRI X. vis 
5 «+ en? TO 


5 } : A * * 
1 rtf) rid 3 57} 010 


5 good Men now ? 


P, 460. 


above our Comprehenſion, be u ſafer Rulè to 
go by, than the general Senſe and Judgment 


of the primitive Church, in the frſt 3 00 
Tears; or, ſuppoſing it donbtful "what the 


Senſe of the Church was within that Time, 


_ whether what was determined by. a; Countil 


of 300 Biſhops ſoon after, with the'\greatef 
Care and Deliberation, / ang has ſativfyed 


Men of the greateſt Senſe, Piety, and Lraru- 


ning, all over the Chriſtian Worldg infor 


1400 Tears ſince, may not ſati ie vviſe und 
| 1iw 1:57 noon 
og 
No 301 . 


Anſw, THE Matter in queſtion, is not a 


I.. thing * above, our Comprebeufion;” 
a metaphyſical Speculation, as you conſtant- 


ly miſrepreſent the State of the caſe. But the 


True Queſtion, is This only: Whether it were 


not better to reſt ſatisfied with what the Scrip- 
ture has Exfreſsly and Confeſſedly "Os 
| an 


FRIES ER ay 


Qu. XXIX. . Antiquity. 


and mee than to build any Do#rines 
or Practites, wherein the Worſhip of God is 


: immediately concerned, upon met aphyſical 
Speculations not mentioned in Scripture, and 
upon controue nell Conſe quenets which depend 


upon the Truth or Errour of fallible Men's 
Philoſophical Nations. As to be general 
„ Seuſe and Juagmeut of the Primitive Church 
in t be firſt 300 Tears,” 7 ** what, was de- 
4 termined by a Council of 300 Biſhops ſoon 
« After 3 s very . 5 — entring 
into the Queſtion, how far Determinations of 
Fathers and (1) Councils are a; proper and pro. 
_ bable. x ood 52 diſcovering the Truth in Mat- 
ters of Controverſy ) tis very evident, I fa 
to 2 one who 2 Rudicd. theſe Points, that 
(as before obſerved) the Paſſages of the Primi- 


tive Writers in favour of all that Dr. Clarke has 


aſſerted, are innumerably more, and more preg- 
nant, than can be alledged apginſt any thing 
he has aſſerted. Nor did the Council of Nice 
itſelf (though that's no Part of the true Que- 
ſtion concerning a Doctrine of Seripture, } 
determine any thing that overthrows, or is 
inconſiſtent with, any one of the Doctor's Pro- 
poſitions. Nor had That Council any Notion 
of the Conſequences, which Tour . Philoſophy 
leads you to. Nor can the Reader here fail 
to take” notice, That This whole Duel is __ 


21 N N 


8 a. ehhceming ele Cohn 'of cells 
n Tis ATTOT e cue. 5 
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ap. 7. The  Emperour « called tagether a Synod, 
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 Coverrning the Senſe. 


ciſely the Metbad\of arguing, by which all the 
Doctrines of the Church of Rome are ſupport 
_ [\ Se above; P. 393. 79 57 Joo! = 8 \ 5 


9 


Ne. Lass N. oF df X A a5 


P. oz, o. In, your Defenſe of This 8 tis + thrp 
| abſord and... inconſiſtent - Acceunt\ which you 


give of the Doctrine of the Council of Mice; 
And ſuch as evidently ſhows, that Tour Noti: 


on is entirely different from what Theirs was. 


What They affirm, is; that the Son was, not 
| Made ' ous of nothing, but Generated. (E. Ts 
Boidg , TaTC) FROM the Subſtance of- the 
Father: Not by any Diviſion, abſcifſion, dimi- 


nut ion, or alteration whatſoever, of the Father* 1 


Subſtance ; but after a manner altogether in- 
effable ;, which they illuſtrated. by the Simili- 


rude of, pas (not v p35) i. Qwr%;,.. one Fire 


lighted from Anozber, without Any diviſion, 
diminution, or alteration of the Firſt. The 
Son therefore being LL FR OM the Sub- 
ſtance of the Father, was not by Them thought 
tobe THE Subſtance itſelf of tbe Father ; 
Since. the Subſtance itſelf of the Fat ber, Pie 
not be itſelf Generated from the Subſtance off 
the. Father. And accordingly They never had 
any Thought of inferring from Their Notion, 


any., Equality of Supreme Authority. . But Tow, 


having undertaken to aſſert this Equality of gu- 


preme Authority, which never entred into Their 
Thoughts - and not underſtanding what They 
meant by denying any Diviſon, of the Father's. 


Subſtance : Tou, I ſay, inſtead of affirming, 


3s They did, that the Son 1 is S [you Ex] ge- 


nerated 


P. 464. 


P. 351; 


fore, you preſently run back again, and fay, 
that by one individual Subſtance you do not 
indeed mean one identical Subſtance, but only 
© undivided” Subſtance, © una ſumma res,” P. 463. 
© homogeneous Subſtance and inſeparability :“ P. 391. 
that is, Two difltin# and diſtinõtly intelligent 
Subſtances, - inſeparable and undivided, To 
which, add Equality of Supreme Authority; 
and then you have compleatly Two Supreme . 
Gods, only inſeparable or undivided as to their 
Metaphyſical Subſtance. Thus, under the Co- 
ver of Sabellian Phraſes, your Notion plainly 
at laſt amounts to direct Pohtheiſm. Which 
is a matter highly worthy of your moſt ſeri- 
ous Second Thoughts. See above, p. 206, 306, 
244, 351, 443, 472. . 


LI What 
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p. 380. | f 
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P. 474. 


Concerning the Senſe 

What you here add concerning “the great 
“ KReſpect and Feneration due to the Deciſions 
« of the Nicene Council” (which, I have 
ſhown, taught nothing like your Doctrine) 
And the Queſtion you ask ; ** Thoſe who have 
«© not Leiſure, Inclination, or Patience, to ex- 
* amine throughly into this controverſy, as per- 


4 -baps Few have : Since they find the Same 


„ Scriptures ſo very differently interpreted by | 
* the contending Parties; Till they can them- © 
90 ſetves enter into the very Heart of the Con- 


« troverſy, how can they do better than cloſe in 
6 with Thoſe, 700 have been in Poſſeſſion of 


* This Faitb“ | by which, I have ſhown, you 
mean a new hypotheſis of your own, entirely 
unknown to All Antiquity] “for ſo many 
* Centuries?” This, 1 ſay again, is exactly 
the Argument, on which all the Doctrines of 

the Church of Rome rely. See above, p. _ 

63. 1 5 er 5 

7 And whereas you alledge, that © pon the 
* Reformation iheſe Matters were ſtrialy look'd 


WY into, and carefully Re- examined 22It would 


have been to the Purpoſe, if you had been 
pleaſed toſhow diſtinctly and particularly When 
and Mere. ar „ 


Quarry 


Qu. XXX. of tow — 


d E R 5 X. 

Whether, opp the Caſe * it be not 
4a wiſe Man's Part. to: take the ſafer Side - 
rather to think. too highly, than too meanly, 
of our Bleſſed Saviour; rather to pay a mo- 

| deft deference to tbe Judgment of the Anti- 
ent and Modern Church, than to an to one * 
own 0 ae 8 d 


Anſw. TIF HIS ety may be retorted with p. 475. 
. J irreliſtible Strength: Whether, 
bf ſuppoſing the Caſe doubtful, it be not a wiſe 
* Man's Part to take the ſafer Side; rather 
to think too bighly, than too meanly,” of 
God the Father Almighty ; and to be very ten- 
der of his Supreme and incommunicable Ho- 
nour? * Rather to pay a modeſt Deference,” 
nay, a ſtrict and ſcrupulous Regard, to the 
expreſs Declarations and Commands of Scrip- 
ture; „than to lean to the Additions of Any 
Humane and fallible Judgment whatſoever ? 
This is a matter, that deſerves to be conſider- 
ed with the utmoſt Care and Seriouſneſs, 
But to the Query, as Tow have propoſed it, 
I anſwer directly. © The ſafer Side, un- 
[ queſtionably, is to adhere to expreſs Scripture, 
| and (as I before ſaid) not to build Any Da- 
* _ vines or Practices, wherein the Worſhip of 
God! is immediately concerned, upon metaphy- 


fic cal 


gas meg the. Senſe” 
Fal Speculations (1) not mentioned in Scrip- 

ture, and upon controverted Cob ſehtrntes 

which depend upon the Truth or Error of 

fallible Mens Philoſophical Notions, For (as 

this matter has been expreſſed in The Mydef 

Plea &c. pag. 179.) whether the Son _ 

ce and Holy Ghoſt be equal, or not equal, 1 
go the Father; whether they be the 


« ſame, or not be ſame, with the Father; 1 
„ whether they be zeally diſtintt Perſons,” 'or 1 
not really diftin Perſon; but only Modes | © 
« or Powers, improperly called Perſons ; whe- 
« ther the Son be conſubſtantial to the Father, 
* or not conſubſtantial; whether conſubſtantial 
* fignifies Individuality of Subſtance, or on- 
«< ly Derivation of one Subſtance from Ano- 
ther; and which way ſoever innumerable. 
other ſuch Queſtions be determined: yet, to 
«< worſhip uniformly the One God, the Fa- 
" _ © ther Almighty, even our Father which ir in 
& Heaven, through the Interceſſion of his on- 
«c by Son our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, in the Man- 


— Contantions Ps mere Metaphyſi Wh Srechlaiiank 10 
long as they affected not Chriſtian Practice, were well repro- 
ved by the Emperor Conſtantine; Who, in his Letter to Alex- 
ander and Arius, ſharply rebuked them Both, for their Con- 
tentions about frivolous Words and Phraſes, which concerned 
not any fundamental Point of Practice, nor had introduced any 
innovation in the Worlhip of God, The Terms, in which he ſpeaks | 
| of theſe Matters, are: Ty; . rar ae. Zur ice, 0 0FOT %s "I 
"__ 11066 Ger pegel cler CAN vpe lars pi rgesiby- 
ON dee Ts Hoc e CW T6 you T aporyſeA warren, 33 ; 
of xc 716 der Ths T Ts Ipnoualerg 4b eg baute, 2 
Aua Hals on. Al Fe Ma xi po by ol on Pons, 1 5 
pubxpav 3) fundbehvds duc E n. zune Hrn | 
ed Fiſt, eccleſ. lib. 1, C. 15. e Hiſt. Bar l ae 6. 4. 
See alſo Euſeb. vit. Conſtantini, I, 2, c. 67, 68, &C. 


„ ner 


Qu. XXX. 0 of Antiquity. EE, 
1 e 
* to the Nature of the San and Holy) pirit, 
not to be wile above what is written, but 


* publick Prayers) to the clear and uncontro- 


523 
© 'ner the Seripture directs; and, with regard 


. 
* 


to confine our ſelves (at leaſt in Ceed and 
verted Expreſſions of Scripture concerning 


& Them and the Honour due unto them: 


e this (I fay) is undoubtedly, upon all poſ- 


Practice, without Any Danger of Errour or 


„ Miſtake; being what all ſincere Chriſtians 


« might eaſily and moſt ſafely agree in, and 


«indeed all that they promiſe at their Bap- 


« tiſm: Whereas All Determinations beyond 


„ theſe clear Truths, and All publickly im- 
% poſed Practices built upon ſuch Determina- 
„ tions, Always have been, and cannot but 


be, Matter of Diſquiet to the Conſciences of 


* many pious Perſons, and (unleſs Men be too 


. careleſs and indifferent with Regard to 


„Truth or Errour in Religion) will unavoi- 
« dably in their Conſequences be the Cauſe 


of Diſputes alſo and Contentions in the Church 


“ of God. 


In your Defenfe of This Query, you ap- 
peal to the Paſſions inſtead of the Under/tand- 


P. 480. 


ing of your Readers. Which Proceeding, in mat- 
ters of Controverſy, is always Unjuſt. hat 


« muſt an Arian have to ſay at that Great 
Day, if it appears that he has been uttering 


% Blaſphemies againſt the Son of God, and re- 


— - 


* piling bis Redeemer ; 


Hor no other Ræa- 


P 7 | 


$24 


Concerning the . 
uns, in the laſt Re ee, he thousht 


« Generation 75 Hallen, and. neceſſary 1 7 
Generation amplied net ver Gpaction, and 


e be could not underft and iv het hen the Unity 


* ſhould be called i or Individual! 25 
All which i is mere and direct Caluunp. For 


1/7, Throwing about Names of Reproach | 


| at random, and (in order to move the Paflions, E 
of the more ignorant Readers) calling Thoſe 


men Arians, who neither airettly maintain ; 


any of the peculiar. Doctrines of Arius, nor 
can any other way even by Imaginary | 


= ſelf and his Apoſtles and All the Writers of 
_ the Three Firſt Centuries, and lower: This (I 


conſequence or deduction be charged with it, 
than what will equally affect our Saviour bim- 


ſay) is not the Spiric of Truth and of Chri- 


ſtianity. Concerning which matter, more will 


be ſaid upon the Following Query. 


_ 2dly. Charging thoſe Men as Blaſphemers, 2A 
who (according to the beſt of their Under- 


ſtandings) ſoberly, and in the Fear of God, 
aflert all that they find, and only what they 
find, in the word of God ; This undoubtedly, 
in point of Morality, 1s highly Criminal. 

Zally. Telling your Reader, that Men aſ- 


ſert things upon Such Reaſons ON LY, as 
| by the Perſons themſelves were NEVER 


alledged at all; but have either been advanced, 
only by ſome ignorant Iriters in former times; 
or rather are ſuch Reaſons, as weak and paſſi- 
onate Men have deſired that the Perſons whom 
they oppole, worula alledge, inſtead of what 


they 


\ 


* 
* 
9 * 
wow „ 7 
* e e * N 


they do alledge: This alſo is a manner of ar- 
1 guing, neither «ſuitable to, nor 
A 


F25 


„ nor becoming Chri- p. A. 
,, wp gegen 
4thly. How eafily, and with how much 
greater Juſtice, "might your own Exclamation 
be retorted upon you: © Whar muſt an Aſſer- 
ter of Many Supreme Governours of the 
| © Univerſe, Have to ſay at That Great Day, 
M it appears that be has been uttering Blaſ- 
„ phemies againſt The One God and Father 
«.'5f All, who 18 Above All; denying his Ste- 
preme Divinity and Peerleſs Majeſty, & 2” 
Methinks the Unchriſfian Look of ſuch an 
Accuſation in One Place, might teach a ſerious 
man to know it again, whenever he meets it 
in Anorhe. n 


\ 


cc 
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Id Mon 


Whether any thing leſs than clear and evident | 


P. 481. 
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©" Demonſtration an the Side of Arianiſm, 
ought to move a'wiſe and good Man, again/t 


o great Appearances of Truth, on the ſide 


and Antiquity : And whether we may, not 


wait long, before we find ſuch Demonſtra- 1 


tion? 


I Son of God was Made out of no- 
thing, and that there was a Time when He was not. 
Neither of theſe Things have been a/eried by 


Dr. Clarke; Nor has he any where (that I know | 
of) affirmed any thing, from which either of 


| theſe Notions can by any juft Conſequence be de- 


_ duced; (All his Propoſitions being equally true 


and certain both from Reaſon and Scripture, 
whatever the Subſtance, and how unlimited 


ſoever the Duration of the Son be.) And he 
conſtantly blames thoſe who teach either of 


theſe Notions, as Men who preſumptuoufly 


affirm what they cannot poſſibly know any thing 
+ Ber 


_ of. Let you will needs have your Reader 


lieve, that the Doctor contends for theſe Opi- 


nions; merely becauſe You fancy, that from 


repreſent,) ſuch and ſuch Conſequences will 


His | Notions, (which you conſtantly mi- 


follow, which the Doctor and Others have 
55 . plainly 


f Orthodoxy, | from Scripture, Reaſon, * 


"HE Arian Opinion is, that the | 


plainly and frequently ſhown not to follow at 
all. Charging Men in this Manner with 

Cor ſequences, which they neither teach nor 

ee; 18, in philoſophical Queſtions, always un- 


Fer; in religious, always unjuſt: and indeed l 
nothing elſe, but appealing from Scripture ange = 


Reaſon to the Iguorance and Superſtition of 
the Vulgar. I am fully perſwaded I could de- 
monſtrate, that your Principles do, by True and | 
Neceſſary Conſequence, fundamentally ſubvert fl 
both AU Science and All Religion: Yet, becauſe 
I firmly believe you do not at preſent, per- 
ceive That Conlequence, it would be very un- 
reaſonable in me to charge Jou with it. For we 
ought not to render Evil for Evil, or Railing for 
Railing, but contrariwiſe Bleſſing. 1 Pet. 3, 9. 


In your Defenſe of This Query, (perſiſting 7. Ar. 

in That dete ſlable Method of appealing to the * 

Paſſions and Prejudices of the Ignorant,) you | 
will needs have thoſe men be ſtyled Arians, who 
neither dre&ly nor by any juſt conſequence 


[fee above, p. 301, 323, 339,] aſſert any 
thing, but what by All the Ante-nicene Wri- | 
ters almoſt unanimouſly was aflerted; by the | 
Council of Nice itſelf, was no way contradict- | 
ed ; and by the generality of Writers even in | | | 
Later times, was frequently aſſerted, though _ h 

frequently alſo contradicted. EET RS a 
Are the Fathers of the Council of Nice,juſtly | 

to be ſtyled Ariang; becauſe they never ſaid nor [ 


imagined (as Tou do,) that © be Subſtance of p. 379, 
&* che Son” was the Father's Subſtance,” (which 38. 
. — 9 * 


18 being | rr ge, not Hofes 3) but that 
the Son was in fome ineffa ble manner „, 
dels EK e Solas N rates] begotten FROM 
Ihe Subſtance of the Father, as One Fire is 
lighted from Another, without any Diviſſon, 
diminution, or alteration whatſocver of the 
Firft 2 Which generation [Ex Tis goia; N or- 

Tess] FROM the Subſtance of the Father, as 
oppoſed to his being [Tavrezos or 4 gole 7 
_ -raTeos | © the Subſtance itſelf of the Father,” 
you (according to Jour Philoſophy) ſuppoſe 
to infer, what They (according to Their Philo- 
ſophy) ſuppoſed No: to infer, his being (Tomas 
= 8% oro!) mae vat of Nothing. WT 

Are all the Writers of the jt Three Centaries 
and lower, juſtly to be ſtyled e4rians ; becauſe 
they ananimornſly and invariably aſſert, that the 

Son was generated (not only JeAoros Tate, 
but) YeAnuaTl ; EN Juraprer Y TATE, by an Act 
_ of the Father's Power and Will; and never 
once in any place aſſerted or imagined, but 
largely, conftantly, uniformly, and perpetu- 
ally denied, any Equality of Supreme Autho- | 
rity and Domiui ou ?-, — 

Is St. Paul juſtly to be ſtyled an eArian;, be- 


cauſe he expreſsly aſſerts The Father, Of whom | 


are all things, to be The Oze God; as diftin- 
guiſhed, in the very ſame Sentence, from The 
One Lord, By whom are all things: And af- 
firms the Oze God and Father of all, to be A- 
bove all; as diſtinguiſhed, in the very ſame Sen- 
| tence, from the Oue Lord and One Spirit ? 
L aſtly, Is Owr Saviour himſelf juſtly to be 
ſtyled an Arian ; becauſe he expreſsly ſtyles ns 
NN Fat her 


— 


Father The Only True Gad, as diſtinguiſhed | 
from Jeſus Chriſt whom He: had ſent ? and 
affirmis the Father to be Greater than He? 
Which „ eAntiquity has unanimoulily un- 
_ derſtood to mean, that the Father was, in 
point of Authority and Dominion, greater 
than the Son in His Higheſt Capacity? , 8 
In what an unchriſtian manner you here P. 4821 
proceed to alledge © the Honour of our Bleſs 
fed Lord and Saviour, the Dread and Hoy- 
& Your of Blaſphemy, Sc. and how juſtly 
might be retorted upon you, the Honour of 
the One God and Father of all, who is above 
all; and the Dread and Horrour of Blaſphe- 
my, Hc. has been ſhown under the fore-go- 
ing Query, _ 0 
Your telling me here again and again, that 5. 484: 
„ 8 ? that the Son is a Crea- 
„ture; has been alſo conſidered above, p. 
gOL, 394.928 oi: : EO Ls 
| Your ſaying, that, as to all the Texts,” P. 485; 
you © have Solutions ready for them ;” is very 
unſatisfactory. For, all the Solutions you 
have yet offered, amount only to This; that 
the Oe God and Father of All, who is 
Above All, muſt be unterftood to include 
both Father and Son and Spirit, even when 
in the very words of the Text itſelf He 
is expreſsly and by name diſtinguiſhed from 
the Oe Lord and the Oze Spirit; And 
that the One God, the Father, of whom 
are all things, muſt include both Father 
- and Son, even when the very words of the 
SES. TT ee 


Þ F FS - 


| Coed ane . 55 Sen * RN. Us) 


T ext itlell ex l diſtinguiſn 1 Hic ffom 5 
the Oue Lord, by whom, are all things. *., we 


P. 485 And now, 1 khink, 12 have, a, Joſt Right 
—487. to conclude With your own Word. “ Now | 

4 jon ſee, what you have to do: Aud ei 
Readers perhaps may anderſt and, wha. we 
are talking about; the Duſt ot. ph Pope, 
in ſome meaſure throws off, and the 
Cauſe opened. Now proceed, as 598 1855 
00 1 Oh, 1 8 fair, Drop ambi- 
4 nous Terms, ende "then. Put not 

« profs things upon us: Contemn every 
thing but Truth, in "the Search after 
Truth; eAnd keep cloſe to the Queſtion. 
And then it will ſoon be ſeen,” that both 
« Scripture, , eAntiquity, and Reaſon are 
againſt you. do not expect you 
« ſhould believe one word of what I have 
now ſaid; Neither ſay I it, to diſcourage any 
Rational Inquiries, Let Truth babe iis 
utmoſt Trial, that it may afterwards ſhine 
< out with greater Luſtre. Only let not your 
& Leal outrun your Proofs, If your eAr- 
« guments bave Weight ſufficient to carry 

& the Point with Men of Senſe, let us have 
& them in their full Strength : All reaſona- 
„ble men will thank you for them. But 
« if, failing in Proof, jou ſhould condeſcend 
„ (which yet I am per waded you will not) 
. « Nile and Stratagem, to Colours and Diſ- 
60 guiſes, to Mi ſiſre preſentation and Sophiſtry, 

4 in popes to work your way among the un- 


5 learned 


Q 0 


* « 


. XXXI. of Feen ; 3 3 I 


7 ; 5 learned ao untbinking part of the World : 
then, let mt aſſure Jon before-hand, That 
» AY will” not do. | Every Man, that has 
| % Spark of generous Fire befe, will riſe up 
£8 I againſt. 17 P attices;, and be filled 


with 

Di ſdain, 72 Parts an Learnin 
00 oily d, and Readers ſo 7 5. r P. 1321 
4 my own part, I declare once for all, I de- 
5 60 os 9 7200 $i have a fairy repreſented, Gs 

they. really. are No, Evidence ſmother'd, 
; yy el, an either Side. Let every Rea- 
| - Bp ſee 7 lainly, what may be 14 51 pleaded 
& « here, or there, and no more 75 ben let 
it 3e 1 7 to bis impartial Fodor, af- 
< ter 4 full view of the Caſe. Mzſquotation S 
„ and Miſrepre ſentation will do a Good Cauſe 
harm, and will nor long be f Service to 4 
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ee, aneh niel⸗ publiſhed | a 


cannot but recommend ro your” ſerious Con- 85 


ſideration, I Paſſages out of him. In Oe 


of which, he fairly intimates to yon the De- || 
Fett Gf Jur orion 3 3, and in road met > = © 


Kaos uce of it. 185 we N 


5 Calamy 3 


Sermons, 


— 2 8 26. 


cc 
3 


4 


« 
4 


Kc 


ec 


« 'Tis quer 9 80 Whether when ! is curled == 
that to us there is but One God the Father, r 
it was intended to be intimated, that the 2 
Father had any proper Supremacy? Some * 
© contend for this, with great Vehemence ; | 
and are as warm upon the Subject, as if 


nothing were more certain, or had more 


depending upon it: Which is a thing not 
eaſily to be accounted for. But for my © 
Part, I muſt own, I cannot ſee \Any pro- 
per Supremacy of the Father here intima- -Þþ 

ted. I take the Son to be as truly, and 
in all reſpects as much our Oze God, as the 

Father himſelf; and not inferiour 'to'Him | 
as Gad; The Proof f whereof: will -hereafter 


1 Nog - oY 5 


Arge. Book upon the preſent Subhect, 3 5 
Which he has been #broxghout mis: lead bß 
truſting to Tour Citations and Comments; * 1 


% — - a * * 
BY YE 


— N ” 
* C 
& 3 — 
** 


POSTSCR 77. 


* the more backward to give in to a proper 


i *. feſs 4 Ar 


N 
5 2 follow 3 in Courſe. And 1 muſt own, I am 
= « Supremacy. of the Father, tor fear of laying 
| GT po od neg for "an Inference of 2 — : 
4 Inferiority of the San. I muſt own myſelf. 
| © the moreſcoufirs ed, , by obſerving haw pro. 
= fans. 228 upon its being granted 
e them that the Father 7 is ſo the Origine and 
Fountain of the Son, as that be has @a 
„ SORT of Supremacy, though on the Son's | 
E Part there be not aÞ Proper Inferiority. Iam 


. not indeed inſenſible, that We have had, 


| Ws 


the Supremacy and Subordination intended, 


5 


5 pe and without allowing any cſſential Diſpari- 


18 only That of Order, and not of Nature; 


e and ſtill have among us, Perſons of great 

3 -< Worth, that have been and are for a S- 
ET premacy in the Fat her, as a Father, and 
& a Subordination of the Son, as a Son to the 
7-2 Father; declaring in the mean time, that 


4 ty or Inequality. This was the Way of 


_ +6. Biſhop Pearſon and Biſhop Bull formerly, 


». and Dr. Waterland more lately. But tho? 8 


$f 


by the Guard which they fix, I think they 


„ g0 a good way towards Perventing the = 
Danger of which I am fearful; yet can 
I not ſay that I am ſatisfied to. fall in 


1 %. with them, nor can I ſee any Neceſſity of 


going ſo far. I am leſs inclined to it, B E- 


5 D USE I obſerve Dr. Clarke makes a 


greater Advantage of this their Conceſſion, 
than I can be wiking © to 18 Hinte ö 5 
3 44:0aaftraſueches to . 94006 3 


CEN 2 "Tis | 


534 


| 14. tr - 
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POSTSCRIPT. 


cc Tis pleaded however in Favour of it, ” * 


[of the Scheme he 259 e We] * that it ſa ves E 
the Unity of God, 


keeps 'That in- 


_ © ſhould in That Reſpect have Some Advan- 


5 © tire. But fee C wirhbut granting) it 


tage, what Amends can That make us for 
its obſcuring and „ the Main 


and moſt Capital Parts of t 


e Chriſtian 


* Poctrine, with which it is not to be recon⸗- 


E ciled ? And what ſhall we at laſt do with 


« our Oze God, without a Saviour and a 


* Sanftifaer, capable of anſwering the Ends 


4 of their reſpective Offices in order to our 


« Salvation? I cannot ſee, how either That or 
« any other Plea that can be urged, can yield 


4 ſolid Satisfaction under ſuch a Defect; or 


< how That Scheme can be right, that ſhuts | 


4 out any Parts or Branches of That Doctrine, 
which the Scriptures repreſent as s neceflary 


« tO be entertained and taken! in. 
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BOOKS, Printed for James Knapton, 
at the Crown in St. Paul's Church. Tard. 
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HE scripturè- Doctrine of the Trinity. In three Parts. 
LE Wherein all the Texts in the New Teſtament relating to 
that Doctrine, and the principal Paſſages in the Liturgy of the 

Church of England, are collected, compared, and explained. 

Tepe ooo 

A Reply to the Objections of Robert Nelſon, Eſq; and of 
. an Anonymous Author, againſt Dr. Clarke's Scripture Doctrine 
of the Trinity; being a Commentary upon Forty ſelect Texts 
of Scripture. To which is added, an Anſwer to the Remarks 
of the Author of ſome Confiderations concerning the Trini- 
ty, and the Ways of managing that Controverſy, in 8s. 
"AE 43: EE. e | 35 
1 A Letter to the Reverend Dr. Wells, Rector of Cotesbath » 
in Leiceſterſhire. In Anſwer to his Remarks, exc. pr. 1s, [Theſe 
Three written by the Reverend Dr Samuel Clarke, Rector of 
St James's Weſiminſter, _ FRA IKE BTERY Read, 
A Collection of Queries. Wherein the moſt Material Ob- 
jections from Scripture, Reaſon, and Antiquity, which have 
as yet been alledged againſt Dr. Clarke's Scripture- Doctrine of 
the Trinity, and the Defenſes of it, are propoſed, and an- 
. non” | 2 
1 A Modeſt Plea for the Baptiſmal and Scriptural-Notion of 
8 the Trinity: Wherein the Schemes of Dr. Bennet and 
1 Dr. Clarke are compared. To which are added Two Let- 
ters, one written to the late Reverend Mr. R. M. concern- 
ing his plain Scripture-Argument, exx. The other to the 
Author of a Book, intituled, The true Scripture-Doctrine of 
the moſt Holy and undivided Trinity continued and vindicated. 
Recommended firſt by Robert Nelſon, Eſq; and ſince by the 

Reverend Dr. Waterland, Wherein are obviated the princi- 

pal Arguments. urged, by the Reverend Dr. Waterland, in 
Bis Defenſe of ſome Queries, exc. By a Clergyman in the 
ü i ge ary eek og 5 
The Modeſt Plea, Sc. continued: Or, A brief and di- 

ſtinct Anſwer to Dr. Wazerland's Queries, relating to the 

Doctrine df the Trinity. „ 
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ons againſt Dr. Whitby's Diſquiſitiones Modeſtæ. Showing, 
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A Reply to Dr. Waterland's Objections againſt Dr. Whits _ 
* Diſquiſitiones Modeſtæ. Showing, I. That he hath not an- 
fwered ane material Argument in the whole Book. II. That 
He hach groſsly miſrepreſented and diſguis'd the Sentiments 
of the Ante-nicene Fathers. By Daniel Whitby, D. D. Chan- 
tor of the Cathedral Church of Sarum. | r 

The Second Part of a Reply to Dr. Waterland's Objecti- 


That He hath groſsly Miſrepfeſented and Diſguiſed the Sen- 


_ timents of the Ante-nicene Fathers. To which is added, an 
Appendix, being a Defence of the Firſt Part of the Reply: 


By Daniel Whitby, D. D. Chantor of the Cathedral-Church 
of Sarum. 5 3 | ; | 
The Caſe of Subſcription to the Thitty-nine Articles cofl- 

ſidered. Occaſioned by Dr. Waterland's. Caſe of Subſcription. 


A Reply to Dr. Waterland's Supplement to the Caſe of 
Arian Subſcription. Being a Defenſe of the<Caſe of Subſcrip- 
tion to the XXXIX Articles. £ Ty 

The Difficulties and Diſcouragements which attend the Study 
of the Scriptures in the Way of Private Judgment ; repreſented in 
a Letter to a young Clergy-man. In order to ſhow; That ſince 
ſuch a Study of the Scriptures is Men's indiſpeniable Duty, it con- 


cerns all Chriſtian Societies to remove (as much as poſſible) 
. thoſe Diſcouragements. By a Presbyter of the Church of En- 


gland. There is added in this Edition, corrected from the 


Original, A Letter written by the Reverend Mr. John Hales 


of Eaton, to Arch-biſhop Laud, upon Occaſion of his Tract 
concerning Schiſm. Never before Printed. The Eighth Edi- 
tion. Sv. Price 6 d. = 1 : 
Three Letters to Dr. Clarke; from a Clergy-man of the 
Church of England; concerning his Scripture Doctrine of the 


Trinity. With the Doctor's Replies. Publiſhed by the Au- 


thor of the ſaid three Letters. Price 6 d. * | 

Reflections. upon the preſent Controverſy concerning the 
Holy Trinity. Wherein are ſet forth the Inconveniencies of 
ſome vulgar Explications. In a Letter from a Clergy-man 
to the Reverend Dr. Clarke. Price 6 d. . 

A Letter to the Right Honourable the Earl of Nottingham. 
Occaſioned by a late Motion made by the Arch-deacon of 
London, at his late Viſitation for the City Clergy to return 
their Thanks to his Lordſhip for his Anſwer to Mr. Whifton. 
By a Curate of London. The Second Edition. Price 64, 
The External Peace of the Church, only attainable by a 
Zeal tor Scripture in its juſt Latitude, and by mutual Chy- 
rity ; not by a Pretenſe of Uniformity of Opinions. In 
a Letter to- —— by a Lover of Truth and Peace. Price 
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